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Causal attributions can play an integral part in how employees respond to events in the 
work environment (Bowling & Beehr, 2006; Dasborough & Ashkanasy, 2002; Perrewé & 
Zellars, 1999). Causal attributions of a work behavior or event include locus of causality 
(i.e., self-directed, supervisor-directed, organization-directed), stability, and intentionality 
(i.e., altruistic, self-serving). In the current study, I examined the consequences of 
subordinates’ causal attributions on responses to emotional and instrumental supervisor 
support. As expected, emotional and instrumental supervisor support were positively 
associated with job satisfaction, supervisor satisfaction, organizational citizenship 
behaviors, and organizational commitment assessed 30 days later. Emotional supervisor 
support also had a weak positive relationship with physical health, whereas instrumental 
supervisor support was unrelated to physical health. Several causal attributions were 
found to moderate the relationships between supervisor support and positive criteria, but 
the moderating effects varied depending upon the type of supervisor support provided, 
the causal attribution, and the criteria being predicted. Overall, the moderating effects of 
causal attributions were most common when pertaining to emotional supervisor support 
and predicting either job satisfaction or supervisor satisfaction. Implications of the 
current study include, but not limited to, an emphasis on training supervisor’s to provide 
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Similar to politicians, supervisors consciously shape their behaviors in an effort to 
elicit specific attributions from their followers (Ferris, Bhawuk, Fedor, & Judge, 1995). 
In other words, supervisors engage in impression management techniques in order to stay 
in good graces with their subordinates (Bitter & Gardner, 1995; Gardner & Martinko, 
1988) and to establish themselves as successful leaders (Farquhar, 1995). Although 
considerable effort is put forth by supervisors to elicit specific causal attributions, very 
little is understood about the potential consequences of causal attributions on subordinate 
reactions to supervisor behaviors.  
  Several researchers have proposed that causal attributions play an integral part in 
how employees respond to the work environment (Bowling & Beehr, 2006; Moore, 2000; 
Perrewé & Zellars, 1999). Notably, Bowling and Beehr (2006) suggest causal attributions 
will affect subordinate reactions to abusive supervision. Despite the vast interest in 
attributions in organizations, previous theoretical models of attributions are limited in that 
they focus primarily on negative working conditions and do not thoroughly discuss all 
casual attributions. A greater understanding of the consequences of casual attributions of 
supervisor support will enable supervisors to identify when impression management is 
most important and what attributions deserve their attention.  
  In the current study, I examine the consequences of three causal attributions: locus 
of causality, stability, and intentionality. In general, it is expected that causal attributions 
will moderate the relationships between supervisor support and subordinates’ affective 
and behavioral responses. In addition, the moderating effects are expected to vary 





theoretical underpinnings of subordinate reactions to supervisor support, identify 
potentially relevant casual attributions, and discuss the expected consequences of casual 
attributions on responses to supervisor support.  
Supervisor Support 
The role of supervisor support has been of particular interest to researchers 
(Likert, 1961; Shanock & Eisenberger, 2006; Stogdill, 1974). Notably, The Ohio State 
Leadership Studies identified Consideration and Initiating Structure as two positive forms 
of leadership that provide different types of support to subordinates (Judge, Piccolo, & 
Ilies, 2004; Stogdill, 1974). Initiating Structure is largely characterized by instrumental 
supervisor support, whereas Consideration is parallel with emotional supervisor support 
(Beehr, 1985; Blau, 1981). Instrumental supervisor support refers to tangible help from 
the supervisor in completing the work requirements or indirectly altering the stressors in 
the work environment. Instrumental supervisor support can be in the form of money, 
labor, time, or a modification of the subordinate’s work environment. Emotional 
supervisor support, on the other hand, is provided through empathy, caring, love, and 
trust and is often characterized by intimacy and sympathetic listening. 
  The positive effects of supervisor support on well-being are well documented 
(Griffin, Patterson, & West, 2001; Vaananen et al., 2003; Viswesvaran, Sanchez, & 
Fisher, 1999). Supervisor support is likely to improve well-being directly because the 
behavior provides explicit and implicit information that the subordinate is worthwhile 
and valuable to the organization (Bowling, Eschleman, Wang, Kirkendal, & Alarcon, 
2010; Kottke & Sharafinski, 1988; Pierce & Gardner, 2004). When a supervisor, for 





value of the employee, an explicit message is given to the employee and he or she will 
experience greater self-esteem. Similarly, if a supervisor provides a subordinate with the 
tools to complete a task, an implicit message is sent to the subordinate that he or she is 
expected to succeed. For both implicit and explicit messages, a subordinate is likely to 
internalize the positive messages and increase their well-being.  
  In addition, self-determination theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000) describes the contextual 
conditions that enhance well-being. More specifically, a person’s well-being is dependent 
upon the fulfillment of basic psychological needs, which includes competence, 
autonomy, and relatedness. In other words, a social environment must afford competence 
and nurture relatedness in order for a person to experience well-being. Instrumental 
supervisor support is likely afford competence, whereas emotional supervisor support is 
likely to nurture relatedness. Meeting these psychological needs through supervisor 
support is thus likely to improve subordinate well-being. Beyond the direct effect on 
well-being, supervisor support may influence well-being indirectly as a buffer against the 
harmful effects of stressors (Cohen & Wills, 1985; Viswesvaran et al., 1999). That is, 
stressors are less likely to lead to strain when support is provided. In sum, supervisor 
support is likely to improve the well-being of subordinates both directly and indirectly. 
  The positive behavioral effects of supervisor support are rooted in the norm of 
reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960), psychological contracts (Aselage & Eisenberger, 2003), 
social exchange processes (Blau, 1964; Masterson, Lewis, Goldman, & Taylor, 2000), 
and the Organizational Support theory (Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, & Sowa, 
1986). Specifically, support from the organization, or a powerful member of the 





organization reach its goals (Eisenberger, Armeli, Rexwinkel, Lynch, & Rhoades, 2001; 
Stinglhamber & Vandenberghe, 2003). The felt obligation, in turn, can lead to increases 
in both in-role and extra-role performance as a form of reciprocation (Becker & Kernan, 
2003; Bhanthumnavin, 2003; Rhoades, Shanock & Eisenberger, 2006; Tepper & Taylor, 
2003). If employees do not meet these obligations, the employees are at risk of a poor 
self-image, being labeled with the social stigma associated with violating the social norm 
of reciprocity, and losing favorable treatment in the future (Eisenberger et al., 2001). In 
sum, subordinates are likely to experience greater well-being, more positive job attitudes, 
and engage in productive behaviors when provided high levels of supervisor support than 
compared to employees who are provide low levels of supervisor support.  
Hypothesis 1a: Emotional and instrumental supervisor support will be positively 
associated with self-directed criteria (i.e., job satisfaction, physical health). 
Hypothesis 1b: Emotional and instrumental supervisor support will be positively 
associated with supervisor-directed criteria (i.e., OCBs-S, supervisor 
satisfaction). 
Hypothesis 1c: Emotional and instrumental supervisor support will be positively 
associated with organization-directed criteria (i.e., OCBs-O, organizational 
commitment).  
Causal Attributions 
  Although support is often helpful to an employee, the circumstances in which the 
supportive events occur can result in the support becoming a stressor rather than a 
resource. In other words, support may have a reverse buffering effect on the stressor – 





negative effect of abuse in the workplace is exacerbated when both abuse and support 
come from the same source (Duffy, Ganster, & Pagon, 2002). In addition, Beehr, 
Bowling, and Bennett (2010) found the benefits of social support were dependent upon 
the type of social interactions at work. Specifically, social support will lead to worse 
psychological and physical health when support focuses on the stressors in the 
workplace, makes the recipient feel inadequate or incompetent, and when the support is 
unwanted. To further examine the circumstances in which support is most beneficial or 
harmful, possible moderating effects of subordinate casual attributions need to be 
considered. 
  Attributions refer to people’s causal explanations for behaviors and events (Heider, 
1958; Kelley, 1972; Weiner, 1985). In more detail, people may engage in a process in 
which they explain their own behaviors (Weiner, 1987) and those of others around them 
(Jones, 1976). For instance, Bowling and Beehr (2006) suggest subordinates make 
attributions regarding the source of harassment, which can include themselves, the 
supervisor, or the organization. A subordinate who is harassed may blame themselves 
because they had performed their job poorly prior to the abuse. This attribution is likely 
to influence the victims’ reactions to harassment (e.g., quit their job or report the event). 
Similar to Bowling and Beehr’s Attribution-Based Theory of Workplace Harassment, 
attributions are also likely to play a role in the stress appraisal process (Perrewé & 
Zellars, 1999). After a stressor is identified, employees may rely on their beliefs 
regarding the source and their ability to control the stressor. These attributions, in turn, 
may lead to specific emotional reactions and coping strategies. In addition to the 





the negative working condition, in this case work exhaustion, into her conceptual model.  
  The attribution process is based on the premise that people have an innate need to 
understand and control their environment (Heider, 1958). As a result, people behave as 
“naïve psychologists” to develop causal explanations for significant events (Kelley, 
1973), which in turn influence emotions, expectations, and behavioral reactions (Bowling 
& Beehr, 2006; Kovenklioglu & Greenhaus, 1978; Moore, 2000). The notion that people 
engage in a naïve scientific method implies that the attribution process is largely rational 
and explicit. Although the attribution process may also involve an innate and implicit 
process that the observer is not aware of (Lord, 1995), the current study focuses on 
explicit casual attributions obtained through self-report. Because causal attributions 
include all explanations people make to explain an event or behavior, the list of possible 
attributions is nearly endless. As a result, casual attributions are commonly categorized 
into dimensions. These dimensions include, but not limited to, locus of causality, 
stability, and intentionality (Kent & Martinko, 1995; Weiner, 1985). 
  Locus of causality. Seminal research on attribution theory began with an 
examination of an internal/external attribution, also known as the locus of causality, and 
is arguably the most widely researched and accepted attribution (Abramson, Seligman, & 
Teasdale, 1978; Kent & Martinko, 1995; Weiner, Russell, & Lerman, 1979). This causal 
dimension pertains to the cause of the event by distinguishing between internal and 
external factors. Internal attributions focus on attributions “inside” the observer and 
include both physical and mental attributes, whereas external attributions pertain to 
factors “outside” the person or in the environment. It is important to note that an event 





Jaworski, 2001; Weiner, 1993). For instance, a subordinate may consider support from a 
supervisor to be dependent upon the dispositional characteristics of both the supervisor 
and subordinate.     
  In the current study, locus of causality is separated into three sub-dimensions: self-, 
supervisor-, and organization-directed (see Bowling & Beehr, 2006). An internal 
attribution of locus of causality is described as a self-directed attribution. That is, the 
support provided by a supervisor is believed to be caused by the subordinate, or factors 
internal to the subordinate. This attribution can be made for several reasons. An 
employee may attribute the support is given to them because they are a friendly, 
welcoming, and an outgoing person. Indeed, employees who are high in the personality 
traits of agreeableness or extraversion perceive more social support from coworkers than 
those who are relatively low in the agreeableness and extraversion (Bowling, Beehr, & 
Swader, 2005; Zellars & Perrewé, 2001). An employee may also attribute the source of 
the support to themselves because the employee may be, or is perceive to be, the most 
deserving and likely to successfully use the support provided (Wayne, Shore, & Liden, 
1997). In support of this notion, organizational support is positively associated with both 
the employees’ degree of conscientiousness and job performance (Rhoades & 
Eisenberger, 2002). Lastly, subordinates may seek out support from a supervisor in an 
effort to improve performance or to confirm a sense of self-worth (Rhoades & 
Eisenberger, 2002). In short, although support from a supervisor inherently involves the 
participation of another person (i.e., the supervisor), a subordinate may attribute the cause 
of a supervisor’s behavior to be internal.  





supervisor-directed and organization-directed. Supervisor-directed attributions indicate 
that the subordinate believes the supervisor to be the source of the support. Indeed, 
dispositional characteristics are associated with support given to coworkers (Bowling et 
al., 2005) and leadership styles have long been linked to support given to subordinates 
(Stogdill, 1974). A subordinate may also attribute the source of support to organizational 
factors that do not include themselves or the supervisor. A supervisor, for example, may 
provide support to a subordinate because of organizational policy or norms (Eisenberger, 
Cummings, Armeli, & Lynch, 1997). In other words, causal factors external of the 
subordinate and the supervisor are influencing the supervisor’s behaviors.  
  Stability. Stability is a second widely-accepted dimension of causality (Weiner et 
al., 1979). Stability refers to causes that tend to influence outcomes and behaviors 
consistently over time. Causes such as personality traits, ability, and organizational 
policies are generally considered stable because they are difficult, if not impossible, to 
change. Unstable causal factors, such as the amount of effort exerted toward a task or a 
person’s mood, are comparatively easy to change (Harvey & Martinko, 2009). If it is 
organizational policy, for example, for a supervisor to assist employees on tasks when the 
workload is too high, a subordinate is likely to believe the supervisor support is to occur 
in the future and is stable over time. Conversely, if assistance is provided by a supervisor, 
who has just returned from vacation, the subordinate may attribute the support to the 
positive mood of the supervisor and unlikely to continue in the future.  
  Similar to stability, although examined less often, is the dimension of globality 
(Kent & Martinko, 1995). Whereas stability refers to consistency over time, globality 





restaurant supervisor, for example, who lends a helping hand to a subordinate by taking 
an order from a patron may also help clean the tables. Likewise, a supervisor who 
provides emotional support during a difficult task may also provide emotional support to 
the subordinate when he or she is experiencing personal problems. Although both 
stability and globality effect the observers’ expectations of events to occur in the future 
(Kent & Martinko, 1995; Lau, 1984) and could occur when subordinates receive support 
from a supervisor, the current study only examines subordinates’ attribution of stability.
1
  
  Intentionality. Finally, causal dimensions include the identification of 
intentionality. Although intentionality may be more appropriately defined as a description 
of an action or motivational state of the actor, researchers consistently identify 
intentionality as a dimension of causality (Kent & Martinko, 1995; Weiner, 1985). The 
dimension of intentionality has considerable empirical and conceptual overlap with the 
extent to which a cause is seen as being under the control of the individual (i.e., 
controllability; Anderson, 1983; Weiner, 1985). The strong empirical overlap between 
intentionality and controllability is not surprising given people often intend to do what is 
controllable, and can control what is intended (Weiner, 1985). Despite the similarities, 
intent and control are distinguishable in some cases. For example, a supervisor may have 
no intention to provide a distraught subordinate with emotional support, but may engage 
in elective behaviors, such as walking the hallways and greeting the employees, which 
inadvertently helps the subordinate in need. In other words, controllable behaviors can be 
associated with unintentional outcomes.  
                                                 
1
 Stability was selected over globality to be included in the current study because stability 
has been established as an important attribution in organizational research (e.g., Moore, 





  Intentions can generally be categorized as the behavior being conducted in the 
interest of either the supervisor or in the interest of the subordinate. Dasborough and 
Ashkanasy (2002) describe intentions similarly in that a subordinate will perceive a 
supervisor to be behaving with the intent to either use them or facilitate the subordinate’s 
professional development. In regards to generally positive behaviors, such as support, a 
recipient may believe the intent of the supervisor was either altruistic or self-serving. 
Altruistic intent occurs when a supervisor is supportive with the intent of helping the 
employee, whereas self-serving intent occurs when a supervisor is supportive because it 
will benefit him or herself. Imagine a supervisor who helps a subordinate complete a 
difficult task. This support may be given with the purpose of making the supervisor 
and/or the employee look good. Similarly, supervisors may provide emotional support to 
subordinates to improve their own sense of self-worth and/or the self-worth of the 
subordinate.  
  In sum, people engage in a causal search in response to an event or behavior. This 
search will lead to causal attributions regarding the cause, stability, and intentionality. 
Although the aforementioned conceptual models by Bowling and Beehr (2006), Moore 
(2000), and Perrewé and Zellars (1999) emphasize employees’ attributions of harmful 
working conditions, employees are likely to form causal attributions in response to 
positive events as well, such as supervisor support.  
Antecedents to Subordinate Attributions  
Causal attributions are likely to occur in response to supervisor support for several 
reasons, such as the external environment, individual characteristics, and organizational 





current study, it is important to consider each of these categories when developing a 
conceptual model of attributions of supervisor support. The external environmental can 
influence the attribution process by economic conditions, political-legal conditions, and 
social values (Martinko & Gardner, 1982). These environmental characteristics are likely 
to affect attributions indirectly by influencing more proximal antecedents, such as 
individual characteristics, organizational policy and procedures, and situational 
expectations.  
  Individual characteristics that are likely to influence the attribution process include 
both employee personality and demographic variables. For example, Martinko and 
colleagues (2002) suggest that attributions of locus of causality and stability are 
influenced by individual factors, such as negative affectivity, emotional stability, 
integrity, core self-evaluations, locus of control, and gender. Similarly, when developing 
a model of personal control, Greenberger and Strasser (1986) suggest that employees’ 
needs and desires for control influence their awareness of environmental cues and their 
cognitive appraisal process.  
  Finally, organizational and situational factors influence the likelihood of employees 
engaging in attributional processing. These antecedents are arguably the most important 
to consider because they are the antecedents most easily influenced by an organization. 
Organizational and situational factors include, but not limited to, the organizational 
structure, rules, policies, procedures, leadership styles, and nature of the work 
(Greenberger & Strasser, 1986; Martinko & Gardner, 1982; Martinko et al., 2002). In 
addition, situational information of consensus, distinctiveness, and consistency influence 





distinctiveness, and consistency refer to the extent to which the actor behaves similarly to 
the way others behave, actor’s behaviors across different situations, and the actor’s 
behaviors across similar situations, respectively.   
  Many of the aforementioned organizational and situational factors are likely to vary 
across situations. However, several organizational and situational antecedents are 
common among all experiences of supervisor support. These factors include the presence 
of relative power, the likelihood of consequences to the behavior, the behavior is 
personally relevant (Maselli & Altrocchi, 1969), and the behavior is unexpected 
(Greenberger & Strasser, 1986; Hastie, 1984; Lau & Russell, 1980).  Because supervisor 
support generally leads to positive outcomes (Viswesvaran et al., 1999) and the 
supervisor has greater status than the subordinate, a subordinate is likely to engage in 
attributional processing when receiving supervisor support. It should be noted, however, 
that the attributional process might differ depending upon whether the supervisor support 
is instrumental or emotional. 
  Differences in attributional processing for instrumental and emotional supervisor 
support likely pertain to whether the behavior is expected and personalized. When a 
behavior or event is unexpected, people are more likely to seek explanation-relevant 
information than when events are expected (Hastie, 1984). Sports reporters, for example, 
were more likely to try to explain why an outcome occurred when the outcome was 
unexpected (Lau & Russell, 1980). Although a subordinate may expect both instrumental 
and emotional supervisor support, subordinates may have greater expectations of 
instrumental supervisor support. This notion is based on psychological contracts between 





  Psychological contracts are the employees’ beliefs about the particular types of 
resources the employees are obligated to provide to the organization and the organization 
is obligated to provide in return (Rousseau, 1989). In other words, the effort and service 
employees provide are expected to be reciprocated from the organization in the form of 
support, and vice-a-versa. Employees base these beliefs on explicit information and 
implicit cues from the environment. A common psychological contract, which is likely to 
be explicit in most occupations, involves the exchange of tangible resources from the 
employer to a subordinate for the subordinate’s completion of various tasks. In other 
words, employees expect to be given instrumental support in order to perform their job to 
an acceptable level. Although psychological contracts are often based on the exchange of 
tangible resources, a contract can also include emotional resources (Rousseau & McLean 
Parks, 1993). However, according to Leader Member Exchange theory, supervisors 
provide emotional resources to only a select few of subordinates due to limited social 
resources (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). The atypical expression of emotional support from 
a supervisor to a subordinate is likely to be perceived as an implicit cue to the subordinate 
that emotional support is not part of the psychological contract. As a result, emotional 
support may be a more unexpected behavior from a supervisor than instrumental support. 
  In addition to the distinction between expected and unexpected event, people are 
more likely to engage in attributional processing when an event is more personal than 
when the event is less personal (Maselli & Altrocchi, 1969). Emotional supervisor 
support involves an intimate and emotional connection between two people, whereas 
instrumental supervisor support may not involve any direct interaction between the 





supervisor support as a more personalized behavior than instrumental supervisor support. 
In sum, attributions are likely to occur for both emotional and instrumental supervisor 
support, but attributional processing may differ between the two forms of support. As a 
result, the consequences of causality attributions on supervisor support may vary. In the 
subsequent section I discuss why attributions are expected to affect subordinate responses 
to both emotional and instrumental supervisor support.  
Consequences of Subordinate Attributions  
  Consequences of locus of causality. Subordinates’ responses to supervisor support 
are likely to vary depending upon attributions regarding the source of the support. For the 
current study, sources of support include internal (self-directed) and external (supervisor-
directed and organization-directed) factors. In regards to internal factors, it is expected 
that the strength of the relationships between supervisor support and self-directed criteria 
will be moderated by the extent to which subordinates attribute the support to internal 
factors. Specifically, the positive impact of emotional supervisor support on subordinate 
well-being is expected to be greater among subordinates who make self-directed 
attributions than those who do not. This notion is partially based on the experience of a 
felt obligation. If a subordinate attributes themselves to be the source of the support, they 
may feel an obligation to themselves to use the support to improve their well-being. In 
other words, the subordinates may feel they owe it to themselves to use the support 
provided. 
  Additionally, self-directed attributions are likely to lead to support being 
internalized to a greater degree. The internalization of a positive event is likely to lead to 





causality (Miller & Ross, 1975; Duval & Silva, 2002) and research pertaining to self-
esteem (Baumeister, 1999; Brockner, 1988; Korman, 1970). According to self-serving 
attribution bias, people may consistently engage in attributions of causality in an effort to 
protect or enhance their self-worth. For example, when a negative event occurs, such as 
abuse from a supervisor, a subordinate may blame the abuse on external sources (e.g., the 
supervisor or the organization) in an effort to protect their sense of self-worth. 
Conversely, a subordinate will believe a positive event, such as the receipt of supervisor 
support, is the result of internal sources because they are motivated to improve or 
maintain their well-being. This notion of a self-serving bias implies that self-directed 
attributions to positive events will lead to more positive effects on the subordinate’s well-
being.  
  The internalization of information is also a major component of a person’s self-
esteem (Baumeister, 1999; Brockner, 1988; Korman, 1970). As previously mentioned, 
employees receive explicit and implicit messages about their value to an organization. 
Once received, the messages are internalized and used to construct their perceived sense 
of self-worth and become part of their self-concept (Bowling et al., in press; Pierce & 
Gardner, 2004). In other words, employees’ organization-based self-esteem is partially 
dependent upon the internalization of positive events. In sum, I predict the relationships 
between supervisor support and self-directed criteria will be greater when subordinates 
believe the supervisor support is caused by internal factors. The moderating effects are 





Hypothesis 2: Self-directed attributions will moderate the relationships between 
emotional supervisor support and self-directed criteria (i.e., job satisfaction, 
physical health).  
Hypothesis 3: Self-directed attributions will moderate the relationships between 
instrumental supervisor support and self-directed criteria (i.e., job satisfaction, 
physical health).  
Similarly, when supervisor support is believed to be due to external factors, a 
subordinate is likely to attribute the supervisor support to either the supervisor or the 
organization. This attribution of an external source is likely to influence how a 
subordinate responds to supervisor support. For instance, Lavell, Rupp, and Brockner 
(2007) proposed exchanges of discretionary helping behaviors are dependent upon target 
similarity. That is, an employee will target the source (e.g., supervisor) of a resource with 
their reciprocation efforts (e.g., helping behaviors directed at the supervisor). It is 
expected that supervisor support will be more strongly associated with supervisor-
directed criteria when the source is attributed to the supervisor than when the source is 
not attributed to the supervisor. In addition, supervisor support will be more strongly 
associated with organization-directed criteria when the source is attributed to the 
organization than when the source is not attributed to the organization. 
  Supervisor-directed criteria include organizational citizenship behavior directed at 
the supervisor (OCBs-S) and subordinates’ supervisor satisfaction. OCBs are 
discretionary behaviors performed by the subordinate that will improve the functioning of 
the supervisor in the workplace (Organ, 1988). Both OCBs-S and satisfaction with the 





in the aid delivered to a recipient has been found to increase the aid returned and the 
satisfaction for the donor (e.g., Bowling et al., 2005; DePaulo, Brittingham, & Kaiser, 
1983; Eisenberger, Cotterell, & Marvel, 1987). These findings are consistent with the 
norm of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960). As a result, when supervisor support is attributed 
to the supervisor, subordinates will direct their reciprocation efforts toward the supervisor 
instead of toward themselves or other members in the organization. In this case, 
subordinates will reciprocate by engaging in OCBs-S and by providing more favorable 
evaluations of the supervisor. These moderating effects are expected for both emotional 
and instrumental support. 
Hypothesis 4: Supervisor-directed attributions will moderate the relationships 
between emotional supervisor support and supervisor-directed criteria (i.e., 
OCBs-S, supervisor satisfaction).  
Hypothesis 5: Supervisor-directed attributions will moderate the relationships 
between instrumental supervisor support and subordinate supervisor-directed 
criteria (i.e., OCBs-S, supervisor satisfaction).  
Organization-directed criteria include subordinates’ organization citizenship 
behaviors directed at the organization (OCBs-O) and organizational commitment. Similar 
to the discussion regarding self- and supervisor-directed attributions, subordinates will 
direct their reciprocation efforts toward the organization when the organization is 
believed to be the source of supervisor support. In addition to the OCBs-O being a form 
of reciprocation (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000), an organization’s 
effort to provide support for employees is likely to enhance employees’ organizational 





was supported by Eisenberger and colleagues (2001) in which felt obligation mediated 
the perceived organization support – affective commitment relationship. As a result, the 
relationships between supervisor support and both OCBs-O and organizational 
commitment are expected to be greater when subordinates attribute the cause of the 
supervisor support to the organization than when they do not attribute the cause to the 
organization. These moderating effects are expected for both emotional and instrumental 
support. 
Hypothesis 6: Organization-directed attributions will moderate the relationships 
between emotional supervisor support and organization-directed criteria (i.e., 
OCBs-O, organizational commitment).  
Hypothesis 7: Organization-directed attributions will moderate the relationships 
between instrumental supervisor support and organization-directed criteria (i.e., 
OCBs-O, organizational commitment).  
  Consequences of stability. The belief that the causal factors of a behavior will 
likely continue in the future is an attribution of stability. In other words, the stability 
dimension affects employees’ future expectations. Subsequently, when expectations are 
met, stability will heighten future expectations and performance (Kovenklioglu & 
Greenhaus, 1978). As a result, it is expected that the belief of stability will moderate the 
relationships between supervisor support and both psychological well-being and job 
attitudes. First, a belief of stability of social support is likely to lead to more improved 
psychological well-being (Cohen & Wills, 1985). In other words, the belief of future 
resources can itself be a resource (Hobfol, 1989). Second, job attitudes include a 





their attitudes (Brief, 1998). Indeed, consumers who believed the quality of a product 
would remain stable were more satisfied with the product (Tsirod, Mittal, & Ross Jr, 
2004). Thus, if supervisor support is believed to continue in the future, subordinates will 
incorporate this information into their job attitudes. 
  In addition, uncertainty management theory suggests employees’ responses to 
events and behaviors are influenced by their perceptions that the event or behavior is 
controllable, predictable, and stable (Lind & Van den Bos, 2002). Although perceptions 
of uncertainty can lead to more positive responses in some cases (Kramer, 1999; Baxter 
& Montgomery, 1996), uncertainty is generally viewed to have negative effects (Lind & 
Van den Bos, 2002). For example, uncertainty can lead to feelings of spontaneity and 
novelty (Baxter & Montgomery, 1996), but also lead to negative emotions and efforts to 
cope (Lind & Van den Bos, 2002; Sorrentino, Short, & Raynor, 1986; Van den Bos, 
2001).   
  The moderating effect of stability is also likely to occur for criteria pertinent to 
reciprocation; however, this moderating effect may only occur for instrumental support 
and not emotional support. This notion is based on the incorporation of psychological 
contracts (Rousseau, 1989) into the Organizational Support theory (Eisenberg et al., 
1986). Specifically, employees increase their effort to the degree that the organization is 
perceived to be willing and able to reciprocate resources (Aselage & Eisenberger, 2003). 
When supervisor support is provided to subordinates, subordinates are more likely to 
reciprocate if they believe this exchange of resources will be sustained. The sustainability 
of resources, however, is pertinent to transactional psychological contracts and not 





  A psychological contract is either transactional or relational if the exchanges of 
resources are economic and monetizable (e.g., time, money) or socio-emotional and non-
monetizable, respectively (Blau, 1964; Robinson, Kraatz, & Rousseau, 1994; Rousseau, 
1990). In regards to a transactional contract, which primarily involves instrumental 
support resources, the psychological contract is believed by subordinates to be stable in 
nature. A relational contract, which primarily involves emotional support resources, is 
dynamic and consistently changing (Rousseau, 1990). In other words, the stability of 
resources is not a vital role to a relational psychological contract. Indeed, researchers 
have suggested not all expectations are contractual (Rousseau & Tijoriwala, 1998). Thus, 
low stability of instrumental support from the supervisor will likely violate the 
psychological contract and the subordinates will feel less obligation to reciprocate. 
Stability of emotional support, however, is unlikely to affect the psychological contract 
and felt obligation to reciprocate. In sum, it is expected that emotional supervisor support 
will be more strongly associated with job satisfaction, supervisor satisfaction, and 
organizational commitment when the support is believed to be stable because of the 
cognitive component of expectations.  
Hypothesis 8: Stability attributions will moderate the relationships between 
emotional supervisor support and job attitudes (i.e., job satisfaction, supervisor 
satisfaction, organizational commitment).  
In addition, instrumental supervisor support will be more strongly associated with 
job satisfaction, supervisor satisfaction, organizational commitment, and reciprocation 
behaviors when the support is believed to be stable because of the cognitive component 





Finally, it is also expected that the moderating effect of stability on the relationship 
between supervisor support and OCBs directed at the supervisor will be greater when 
support is instrumental rather than emotional because of the difference in relational and 
transactional psychological contracts. 
Hypothesis 9: Stability attributions will moderate the relationships between 
instrumental supervisor support and job attitudes (i.e., job satisfaction, supervisor 
satisfaction, organizational commitment).  
Hypothesis 10: Stability attributions will moderate the relationships between 
instrumental supervisor support and reciprocation behaviors (i.e., OCBs-S, 
OCBs-O).  
  Consequences of intentionality. The intentions of a supervisor are likely to 
influence how people respond to the supervisor support. Indeed, perceptions of 
intentionality of behavior play a pivotal role in how people respond to conflict situations 
(Baron, 1988; Gordon & Bowlby, 1989; Thomas & Pondy, 1977). For instance, Baron 
(1988) found provocative behaviors were more likely to be attributed to external causes 
when the behaviors were perceived to be sincere. However, similar to stability 
attributions, the moderating effects of intentionality on supervisor support – criteria 
relationships are likely to vary depending upon whether emotional or instrumental 
support is provided.  
  The relational contract associated with emotional support is likely dependent upon 
the intent of the behavior. In other words, when emotional support is provided, 
subordinates are likely to care why the support was given. If the intent is not believed to 





support involves a trusting and empathetic relationship (Beehr, 1985). When emotional 
support is provided to a subordinate from a supervisor, the trusting and empathic nature 
of the interaction may imply the support is given to help the subordinates. Indeed, 
relational contracts involve a variety of socio-emotional concerns, such as trust and 
beliefs in good faith and fair dealing (MacNeil, 1985). Altruistic intent is likely to meet 
expectations of trust and beliefs of fair dealing, whereas self-serving intent is likely to fall 
short.  
  A similar notion has been proposed by Dasborough and Ashkanasy (2002) in their 
theoretical model of intentions and leadership behaviors. More specifically, supervisors 
who behave with altruistic intentions will elicit more positive emotional experiences from 
their subordinates, which will lead to an increased liking of the supervisor. Conversely, 
the self-serving intentions will lead to negative emotional experiences and less liking of 
the supervisor. As a result, altruistic emotional support is expected to have stronger 
relationships with subordinate well-being, OCBs, and supervisor satisfaction than less 
altruistic emotional support. 
Hypothesis 11: Altruistic intent attributions will moderate the relationships 
between emotional supervisor support and self-directed criteria (i.e., job 
satisfaction, physical health).  
Hypothesis 12: Altruistic intent attributions will moderate the relationships 
between emotional supervisor support and supervisor-directed criteria (i.e., 





Hypothesis 13: Altruistic intent attributions will moderate the relationships 
between emotional supervisor support and organization-directed criteria (i.e., 
OCBs-O, organizational commitment).  
Similarly, emotional support from a supervisor that is believed to be self-serving 
will have a weaker relationship with well-being, OCBs, and supervisor satisfaction than 
less self-serving emotional support.   
Hypothesis 14: Self-serving intent attributions will moderate the relationships 
between emotional supervisor support and self-directed criteria (i.e., job 
satisfaction, physical health).  
Hypothesis 15: Self-serving intent attributions will moderate the relationships 
between emotional supervisor support and supervisor-directed criteria (i.e., 
OCBs-S, supervisor satisfaction).  
Hypothesis 16: Self-serving intent attributions will moderate the relationships 
between emotional supervisor support and organization-directed criteria (i.e., 
OCBs-O, organizational commitment).  
Whereas violations of trust and faith due to intentionality are likely to nullify the 
socio-emotional obligations of a relational contract, a transactional contract is likely to 
remain unaffected. Transactional contracts are based on resources that involve the equity 
in the economic exchange and not socio-emotional concerns (MacNeil, 1985; Rousseau, 
1990). Because instrumental support is beneficial regardless of the intentions in which 
the support is provided, the subordinates will not feel the transactional contract has been 
violated. In other words, subordinates who receive instrumental support are unlikely to 





similar effect in their theoretical model. That is, the intentions of the supervisor must 
have an emotional consequence on the subordinate in order to have an effect on 
subordinate responses. In other words, a subordinate must care why support is being 
provided in order for intent attributions influence the subordinate’s emotional reaction. 
As result, it is expected that altruistic and self-serving intent will interact with supervisor 
support to a greater degree when support is emotional than when support is instrumental.  
II. METHOD 
Data Collection and Participants 
Participants were recruited using StudyResponse (The StudyResponse Project, 
n.d.).  The StudyResponse database consists of over 80,000 people who are willing to be 
participants in questionnaire-based research in an on-line format and has been used to 
recruit participants in several published studies (e.g., Judge, Ilies, & Scott, 2006; Bowling 
& Eschleman, 2010; Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006).  In the current study, participants were 
compensated with up to two $5 gift cards to an on-line store.  Compensation was 
provided after the completion of the questionnaire at Wave 1 and Wave 2.  Data were 
collected in two waves separated by approximately one month in an effort to minimize 
the effects of common-method variance (see Podsakoff, MacKensie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 
2003).  The predictor and moderator data was collected in Wave 1 and the criteria data 
was collected in Wave 2.  
 Participants who had experienced a change in supervisor, position, or organization 
during the last 30 days and worked less than 20 hours per week were removed from the 
sample.  In addition, we included four dummy items in each survey that instructed 





random or careless responding.  Only participants who answered all eight dummy items 
correctly were included in the sample.  Wave 1 included 514 participants and Wave 2 
included 340 participants.  A total of 268 (response rate of 52%) participants completed 
the surveys at both time points and provided useable data.  The final sample was 50% 
female, 81% Caucasian, 11% Asian, 7% Hispanic.  Participants held a wide variety of 
occupations (e.g., administration support, managerial, education), worked an average of 
42 hours per week, and had an average of 9 years job tenure. 
Measures 
  Pilot. Each of the attribution measures were created and piloted for this study. Both 
instrumental and emotional supervisor support scales were included in the pilot study. 
The items selected for the scales are provided in the appendix (see Table 16). A total of 
62 employed undergraduates provided complete data. The undergraduates were required 
to work a minimum of 10 hours per week and have 3 months job tenure. However, the 
average participant worked 25 hours per week and had 22 months job tenure. The pilot 
sample was 59% female and on average 21 years old. The item-total correlations were 
used to identify which items would make reliable measures. Each measure had an 
internal-consistency of .74 or higher.  
  Supervisor support. To assess instrumental and emotional support from a 
supervisor, participants were instructed to rate how often an interaction occurs with their 
immediate supervisor. Each item is on a 5-point scale from never (1) to very often (5). 
Instrumental support was assessed with a 5-item scale from Ducharme and Martin (2000) 
and an example item is “my supervisor fills in while I am absent.” The instrumental 





assessed with five items from Zellars and Perrewé’s (2001) 14-item scale. An example 
item includes “my supervisor reassures me about the actions I’ve taken or my feelings.” 
The emotional support scale had an internal consistency reliability of .89.    
  Causal attributions. Attributions of locus of causality, stability, and intent were 
assessed in the Wave 1 questionnaire. Each attribution was assessed using 5 items, which 
were specifically designed for the current study. Participants were instructed to “Imagine 
the following behavior is happening to you.  Each statement is a potential explanation to 
this behavior. Please indicate your agreement.”  Response options were on a 7-point scale 
from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7). The hypothetical behavior that 
participants considered were consistent with the behaviors listed in the supervisor support 
scales. The statements for each behavior varied depending upon the attribution being 
assessed.  
  An example self-directed attribution for instrumental supervisor support is “If my 
supervisor were to fill in while I am absent, it would be because my behavior warrants it” 
and an example self-directed attribution for emotional supervisor support is “If my 
supervisor were to reassure me about the actions I’ve taken or my feelings, it would be 
because my personality attracts this behavior.” The internal consistency reliabilities for 
self-directed attributions for instrumental and emotional supervisor support were .86 and 
.87, respectively.  
  An example supervisor-directed item for instrumental supervisor support is “If my 
supervisor were to assist me with unusual work problems, it would be because it is part of 
his/her personality to behave this way” and example supervisor-directed item for 





I’ve taken or my feelings, it would be because he/she chooses to.” The internal 
consistency reliabilities for supervisor-directed attributions for instrumental and 
emotional support were .85 for both measures.  
  An example organization-directed item for instrumental supervisor support is “If 
my supervisor were to fill in while I am absent, it would be because he/she is required by 
the organization” and example organization-directed item for emotional supervisor 
support is “If my supervisor and I were to talk about the good things about our work, it 
would be because he/she is following organizational norms.” The internal consistency 
reliabilities for organization-directed attributions of instrumental and emotional 
supervisor support were both .89 and .90, respectively. 
  An example item for stability attribution of instrumental supervisor support is “If 
my supervisor were to fill in while I am absent, I would expect this behavior to occur in 
the future” and an example item for stability attribution of emotional supervisor support 
is “If my supervisor were to reassure me about the actions I’ve taken or my feelings, I 
would expect this behavior to occur in the future.” The internal consistency reliabilities 
for stability attributions of instrumental and emotional supervisor support were both .92.  
  An example altruistic intent item of instrumental supervisor support is “If my 
supervisor were to give useful advice on job problems, it would be because he/she is 
trying to make me feel better about myself” and an example altruistic intent item of 
emotional supervisor support is “If my supervisor were to express confidence in me, it 
would be because he/she is trying to get better performance out of me.” The internal 
consistency reliabilities for altruistic intent of instrumental and emotional supervisor 





  An example self-serving intent item for instrumental supervisor support is “If my 
supervisor were to assist with unusual work problems, it would because he/she is trying 
to make himself or herself look good” and example self-serving intent item for emotional 
supervisor support is “If my supervisor and I were to talk about the good things about our 
work, it would be because he/she is trying to boost his/her own self-esteem.” The internal 
consistency reliabilities for self-serving intent attributions of instrumental and emotional 
supervisor support were .90 and .92, respectively. 
  Self-directed criteria. The Wave 2 questionnaire included two different measures of 
subordinate well-being: job satisfaction and physical health. Job satisfaction was assessed 
with the Michigan Organizational Assessment Questionnaire (MOAQ; Cammann, 
Fichman, Jenkins, & Klesh, 1979). The MOAQ includes three items (e.g., “all in all I am 
satisfied with my current job”) on a 7-point scale from strongly disagree (1) to strongly 
agree (7). Meta-analytic evidence supports the reliability and validity of this measure 
(Bowling & Hammond, 2008). The internal consistency reliability for job satisfaction 
was .91. 
  Physical health was assessed with the question “I consider my physical health to be 
excellent,” Response options were on a 7-point scale from strongly disagree (1) to 
strongly agree (7). The validity of the single item measure was supported by a recent 
meta-analysis (DeSalvo, Bloser, Reynolds, He, & Munter, 2006).  
  Supervisor-directed criteria. A modified version of a measure for OCBs directed at 
individuals (Lee & Allen, 2002) was used to assess OCBs-S. The 8-item measure 
specified supervisors as the target for the behavior and was on a 5-point frequency scale 





supervisor feel welcome.” The internal consistency reliability for the OCBs-S scale was 
.90.  
  Supervisor satisfaction was assessed with a modified version of the MOAQ 
(Cammann et al., 1979). The supervisor satisfaction scale included three items (e.g., “all 
in all I am satisfied with my current supervisor”) on a 7-point scale from strongly 
disagree (1) to strongly agree (7). The internal consistency reliability for the supervisor 
satisfaction scale was .84. 
  Organization-directed criteria. An 8-item measure from Lee and Allen (2002) was 
used to assess OCBs-O. Each item was on a 5-point frequency scale from never (1) to 
always (5). A sample OCBs-O item is “Defend the organization when other employees 
criticize it.” The internal consistency reliability for the OCBs-O scale was .90. 
  Organizational commitment was measured using the average of six items from the 
Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (Porter, Steers, Mowday, & Boulian, 1974). 
The response options are on a 7-point scale from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree 
(7). An example item is “For me the organization where I work is the best of all possible 
organizations for which to work.” The internal consistency reliability for the 
organizational commitment scale was .89. 
  Demographics and marker variable. Participants were asked to report their age, 
gender during Wave 1. In regards to gender, females indicated a 1 and males indicated a 
2. In addition, the Five Factor Model personality trait openness was selected as the 
marker variable because it is conceptually and empirically unrelated to most 
organizational variables (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Judge, Heller, & Mount, 2002). 





Baird, & Lucas, 2006) on 7-point scale from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7). 
An example item is “I believe in the importance of art.” The internal consistency 
reliability for the openness scale was .78. 
Analyses 
  Correlation analyses (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003) were used to test 
Hypothesis 1 and examine the main effects between supervisor support on positive 
organizational criteria. To provide additional support for Hypothesis 1, multiple 
regression (Cohen et al., 2003) was used to examine the unique effects of emotional 
supervisor support and instrumental supervisor support when predicting the criteria.   
  Multiple regression was also used to test Hypotheses 2 through 16. All predictors 
and moderators were mean-centered before being entered into the regression analyses. In 
Step 1, the criteria (e.g., well-being) were regressed onto age, gender, either instrumental 
or emotional supervisor support, and the coinciding attribution (e.g., stability attribution 
for emotional supervisor support). In addition, all locus of causality attributions were 
included as control variables in Step 1 when testing the moderating effects of a locus of 
causality attribution. Similarly, both altruistic and self-serving intent attributions were 
included as control variables when testing the moderating effects of intent attributions. In 
step two, the interaction term was added. The interaction term was calculated by 
multiplying the two relevant mean-centered first-order predictors (e.g., emotional 
supervisor support X stability attribution of emotional supervisor support). Each 
significant interaction was plotted to further examine the nature of the interaction, (Aiken 









  Although the data from the pilot study indicated that the instrumental and 
emotional supervisor support scales were empirically distinct (r = .55, p < .01), the strong 
correlation between the two scales in the current study (r = .74, p < .01) indicates that 
measures may largely be assessing the same construct.  A confirmatory factor analysis 
was conducted. A two factor model of instrumental supervisor support and emotional 
supervisor support (χ
2
 (8, N = 268) = 16.85, p < .05, CFI = 1.00, SRMR = .02) had 
significantly better fit than a one factor model (∆χ
2
(1) = 15.52, p < .01).   
  Confirmatory factor analyses were also conducted to examine attribution scales. In 
regards to locus of causality attributions (Table 1), an eight factor model had acceptable 
fit (χ
2
 (224, N = 268) = 569.85, p < .01, CFI = .94, SRMR = .04), which included separate 
factors for instrumental supervisor support, emotional supervisor support, and each of the 
six locus of causality attributions. All other models of the locus of causality attributions 
had poor fit. As a result, the confirmatory factor analyses indicate that the locus of 
causality attribution scales are assessing distinguishable constructs. 
  In regards to stability attributions (Table 2), a four factor model had acceptable fit 
(χ
2
 (48, N = 268) = 118.71, p < .01, CFI = .98, SRMR = .02), which included separate 
factors for instrumental supervisor support, emotional supervisor support, and the two 
stability attributions. In addition, the four factor model had better fit than the three factor 
model (∆χ
2





that the stability attribution scales are assessing distinguishable constructs. 
  Similar results were found for intent attributions (Table 3). More specifically, a six 
factor model had acceptable fit (χ
2
 (120, N = 268) = 306.15, p < .01, CFI = .96, SRMR = 
.04), which included separate factors for instrumental supervisor support, emotional 
supervisor support, and the four intent attributions. In addition, the six factor model had 
better fit than the best fitting four factor model (∆χ
2
 (33) = 133.36, p < .01). As a result, 
the confirmatory factor analyses indicate that the intent attribution scales are assessing 
distinguishable constructs. 
Main Effects of Supervisor Support 
  In general, both emotional and instrumental supervisor support were associated 
with self-, supervisor-, and organization-directed criteria. The correlation analyses 
examining the main effect relationship are provided in Table 4. Regression analyses were 
also conducted to examine the unique effects of each form of support and the total 
variance explained in each criteria by emotional supervisor support and instrumental 
supervisor support (Table 5). As expected, both emotional (r = .37, p < .01) and 
instrumental (r = .36, p < .01) supervisor support were positively associated with job 
satisfaction. In addition, emotional (∆R
2
 = .03, p < .01) and instrumental (∆R
2
 = .02, p < 
.05) supervisor support explained unique variance in job satisfaction, while combining to 
explain a total of 15% of the variance in job satisfaction (R
2
 = .15, p < .01). In addition, 
emotional supervisor support was weakly associated with physical health (r = .14, p < 
.05), but instrumental supervisor support was not significantly associated with physical 
health. Regression analyses indicate that emotional and instrumental supervisor support 





instrumental supervisor support were positively associated with job satisfaction, but not 
physical health. As a result, partial support for Hypothesis 1a was found. 
  Consistent with Hypothesis 1b, both emotional and instrumental supervisor support 
were positively associated supervisor-directed criteria. Specifically, emotional (r = .51, p 
< .01) instrumental (r = .48, p < .01) supervisor support and were positively correlated 
with OCBs-S. Regression analysis indicates that both emotional (∆R
2
 = .06, p < .01) and 
instrumental (∆R
2
 = .02, p < .01) supervisor support and were unique predictors of OCBs-
S, while explaining a total of 29% of the variance in OCBs-S (R
2
 = .29, p < .01). Similar 
results were found for supervisor satisfaction. Emotional (r = .45, p < .01) and 
instrumental (r = .41, p < .01) supervisor support were positively associated with 
supervisor satisfaction. In addition, both emotional (∆R
2
 = .05, p < .01) and instrumental 
(∆R
2
 = .02, p < .05) supervisor support were unique predictors of supervisor satisfaction, 
while explaining a total of 22% of the variance (R
2
 = .22, p < .01). In sum, both 
emotional and instrumental supervisor support were associated with supervisor-directed 
criteria. 
  Consistent with Hypothesis 1c, emotional and instrumental supervisor support were 
positively associated with organization-directed criteria. More specifically, emotional (r 
= .48, p < .01) instrumental (r = .39, p < .01) supervisor support were positively 
associated with OCBs-O. However, regression analysis indicated that emotional 
supervisor support explained unique variance in OCBs-O (∆R
2
 = .08, p < .01), but 
instrumental supervisor support did not explain unique variance. A total of 23% of the 
variance in OCBs-O (R
2
 = .23, p < .01) was explained by both forms of support. These 





O is accounted for by the overlap between instrumental and emotional supervisor 
support.  
  Similarly, emotional (r = .49, p < .01) and instrumental (r = .48, p < .01) supervisor 
support were significantly associated with organizational commitment. Both emotional 
(∆R
2
 = .04, p < .01) and instrumental (∆R
2
 = .04, p < .01) supervisor support explained 
unique variance in organizational commitment, while combining to explain a total of 
27% of the variance in organizational commitment (R
2
 = .27, p < .01). In sum, emotional 
and instrumental supervisor support were associated with organization-directed criteria.  
Moderating Effects of Self-Directed Attributions 
  Partial support was found for Hypothesis 2 (Table 6), which states that the 
relationships between emotional supervisor support and self-directed criteria are stronger 
when self-directed attributions are made. Specifically, the self-directed attribution x 
emotional supervisor support interaction term explained an additional 3% of the variance 
in job satisfaction (R
2
 = .03, p < .01; f
2 
= .04), but did not explain unique variance in 
physical health. Follow up analysis indicates that the relationship between emotional 
supervisor support and job satisfaction was stronger when a self-directed attribution was 
made (Figure 1), which is consistent with Hypothesis 2. 
  Partial support was found for Hypothesis 3 (Table 7), which states that the 
relationships between instrumental supervisor support and self-directed criteria are 
stronger when self-directed attributions are made. Specifically, the self-directed 
attribution x instrumental supervisor support interaction term explained an additional 2% 
of the variance in job satisfaction (R
2
 = .02, p < .05; f
2 
= .03) and an additional 2% of 
the variance in physical health (R
2
 = .02, p < .05; f
2 





that the relationship between instrumental supervisor support and job satisfaction was 
stronger when a self-directed attribution was made (Figure 3), which is consistent with 
Hypothesis 3. Contrary to Hypothesis 3, follow up analysis indicates that the relationship 
between instrumental supervisor support and physical health was weaker when self-
directed attribution was made (Figure 4). In sum, generally consistent findings were 
found for both emotional and instrumental supervisor support. That is, self-directed 
attribution moderated the relationships between supervisor support and job satisfaction 
and the effects were in the expected direction. The moderating effects self-directed 
attribution on the relationships between supervisor support and physical health, however, 
were either non-significant or not in the expected direction.  
Moderating Effects of Supervisor-Directed Attributions 
  Partial support was found for Hypothesis 4 (Table 8), which states that the 
relationships between emotional supervisor support and supervisor-directed criteria are 
stronger when supervisor-directed attributions are made. Specifically, the supervisor-
directed attribution x emotional supervisor support interaction term did not explain 
unique variance in OCBs-S, but did explain an additional 2% of the variance in 
supervisor satisfaction (R
2
 = .02, p < .05; f
2 
= .03). Follow up analysis indicates that the 
relationship between emotional supervisor support and supervisor satisfaction was 
stronger when a supervisor-directed attribution was made (Figure 4), which is consistent 
with Hypothesis 4. 
  No support was found for Hypothesis 5 (Table 9), which states that the 
relationships between instrumental supervisor support and supervisor-directed criteria are 





directed attribution x instrumental supervisor support interaction term did not explain 
unique variance in either OCBs-S or supervisor satisfaction.  
Moderating Effects of Organization-Directed Attributions 
  No support was found for Hypothesis 6 (Table 10), which states the relationships 
between emotional supervisor support and organization-directed criteria are stronger 
when an organization-directed attribution is made. Specifically, the organization-directed 
attribution x emotional supervisor support interaction term did not explain unique 
variance in either OCBs-O or organizational commitment. 
  No support was found for Hypothesis 7 (Table 11), which states that the 
relationships between instrumental supervisor support and organization-directed criteria 
are stronger when an organization-directed attribution is made. Specifically, the 
organization-directed attribution x instrumental supervisor support interaction term 
explained an additional 3% of the variance in OCBs-O (R
2
 = .03, p < .01; f
2 
= .04), but 
did not explain unique variance in organizational commitment. Follow up analysis 
indicates that the relationship between instrumental supervisor support and OCBs-O was 
weaker when an organization-directed attribution was made (Figure 5), which is in the 
opposite direction than expected.   
Moderating Effects of Stability Attributions 
  The results of the moderating effects of stability attribution on the relationship 
between emotional supervisor support and organizational criteria are presented in Table 
12. Partial support was found for Hypothesis 8, which states that the relationships 
between emotional supervisor support and job attitudes are stronger when subordinates 





support interaction term explained an additional 5% of the variance in job satisfaction 
(R
2
 = .05, p < .01; f
2 
= .07) and an additional 5% of the variance in supervisor 
satisfaction (R
2
 = .05, p < .01; f
2 
= .07), but did not explain unique variance in 
organizational commitment. Follow up analysis indicates that the relationship between 
emotional supervisor support and job satisfaction was stronger when a stability 
attribution was made (Figure 6). Similarly, the relationship between emotional supervisor 
support and supervisor satisfaction was stronger when a stability attribution was made 
(Figure 7).  Both moderating effects are consistent with Hypothesis 8. 
  It is important to note that the moderating effects of stability attribution on the 
relationship between emotional supervisor support and reciprocation behaviors (i.e., 
OCBs-S, OCBs-O) were not hypothesized. However, the moderating effects were 
examined for exploratory purposes. As expected, stability attribution did not moderate 
the relationships between emotional supervisor support and either OCBs-S or OCBs-O.  
  The results of the moderating effects of stability attribution on the relationships 
between instrumental supervisor support and job attitudes (Hypothesis 9), and 
reciprocation behaviors (Hypothesis 10) are presented in Table 13. No support was found 
for Hypotheses 9 or 10. Specifically, the stability attribution x instrumental supervisor 
support interaction term did not explain unique variance in physical health, job 
satisfaction, supervisor satisfaction, organizational commitment, OCBs-S, or OCBs-O. In 
sum, stability attribution was only found to moderate the relationships between emotional 
supervisor support and job attitudes. In sum, contrary to expectations, no moderating 
effects of stability attribution were found for relationships involving either physical 





Moderating Effects of Altruistic Intent Attributions 
  The results of the moderating effects of altruistic intent on the relationships 
between emotional supervisor support and self-directed (Hypothesis 11), supervisor-
directed (Hypothesis 12), and organization-directed (Hypothesis 13) criteria are presented 
in Table 14. Partial support was found for Hypothesis 11. Specifically, the altruistic intent 
attribution x emotional supervisor support interaction term explained an additional 4% of 
the variance in job satisfaction (R
2
 = .04, p < .01; f
2 
= .05), but did not explain unique 
variance in physical health. Follow up analysis indicates that the relationship between 
emotional supervisor support and job satisfaction was stronger when an altruistic intent 
attribution was made (Figure 8).  
  Partial support was also found for Hypothesis 12. Specifically, the altruistic intent 
attribution x emotional supervisor support interaction term did not explain unique 
variance in OCBs-S, but explained an additional 3% of the variance in supervisor 
satisfaction (R
2
 = .03, p < .01; f
2 
= .04). Follow up analysis indicates that the 
relationship between emotional supervisor support and supervisor satisfaction was 
stronger when an altruistic intent attribution was made (Figure 9). 
  Contrary to Hypothesis 13, altruistic intent attribution did not moderate the 
relationships between emotional supervisors support and organization-direct criteria. 
More specifically, the altruistic intent attribution x emotional supervisor support 
interaction term did not explain unique variance in OCBs-O or organizational 
commitment. In sum, altruistic intent attribution moderated the emotional supervisor 






  It is important to note that the moderating effects of altruistic intent attribution on 
the relationships involving instrumental supervisor support were not hypothesized, but 
the potential moderating effects were tested for exploratory purposes and reported in 
Table 15. Contrary to expectations, the altruistic intent attribution x instrumental 
supervisor support interaction term explained an additional 1% of the variance in job 
satisfaction (R
2
 = .01, p < .05; f
2 
= .01), but did not explain unique variance in physical 
health, OCBs-S, supervisor satisfaction, OCBs-O, or organizational commitment. Follow 
up analysis indicates that the relationship between instrumental supervisor support and 
job satisfaction was stronger when an altruistic intent attribution was made (Figure 10). 
In general, altruistic intent did not moderate the relationships involving instrumental 
supervisor support.  
Moderating Effects of Self-Serving Intent Attributions 
  The results of the moderating effects of self-serving intent on the relationships 
between emotional supervisor support and self-directed (Hypothesis 14), supervisor-
directed (Hypothesis 15), and organization-directed (Hypothesis 16) criteria are presented 
in Table 16. Support was found for Hypothesis 14. Specifically, the self-serving intent 
attribution x emotional supervisor support interaction term explained an additional 2% of 
the variance in job satisfaction (R
2
 = .02, p < .01; f
2 
= .03) and explained an additional 
2% of the variance in physical health (R
2
 = .02, p < .05; f
2 
= .02). Follow up analyses 
indicate that emotional supervisor support was more strongly associated with job 
satisfaction (Figure 11) and physical health (Figure 12) when self-serving intent was low.  
  Partial support was found for Hypothesis 15. Specifically, the self-serving intent 





variance in OCBs-S, but did explain an additional 1% of the variance in supervisor 
satisfaction (R
2
 = .01, p < .05; f
2 
= .01). Follow up analysis indicates that the 
relationship between emotional supervisor support and supervisor satisfaction was 
stronger when self-serving intent was low (Figure 13). 
  Similarly, partial support was found for Hypothesis 16. Specifically, the self-
serving intent attribution x emotional supervisor support interaction term did not explain 
unique variance in OCBs-O, but did explain an additional 3% of the variance in 
organizational commitment (R
2
 = .03, p < .01; f
2 
= .04). Follow up analysis indicates 
that the relationship between emotional supervisor support and organizational 
commitment was stronger when self-serving intent was low (Figure 14). In sum, self-
serving intent attribution moderated four of the expected six interactions involving 
emotional supervisor support.  
  The moderating effects of self-serving intent attribution on the relationships 
involving instrumental supervisor support were not hypothesized, but the potential 
moderating effects were tested for exploratory purposes and reported in Table 17. 
Contrary to expectations, the self-serving intent attribution x instrumental supervisor 
support interaction term explained an additional 1% of the variance in job satisfaction 
(R
2
 = .01, p < .05; f
2 
= .01), but did not explain unique variance in physical health, 
OCBs-S, supervisor satisfaction, OCBs-O, or organizational commitment. Follow up 
analysis indicates that the relationship between instrumental supervisor support and job 
satisfaction was stronger when self-serving intent attribution was low (Figure 15). In 
general, self-serving intent did not moderate the relationships involving instrumental 





Summary of Interactions 
  Overall, eleven of thirty-four (32%) hypothesized interactions were significant and 
in the expected direction and two (6%) were significant, but in the opposite direction than 
expected. A few trends emerged when testing for interactions. First, emotional supervisor 
support yielded more significant interactions than instrumental supervisor support. In 
regards to emotional supervisor support, ten of twenty-three (43%) tested interactions 
were significant and in the expected direction. Conversely, only five of twenty-three 
(22%) tested interactions involving instrumental supervisor support were significant. 
More specifically, one of eleven (9%) hypothesized interactions involving instrumental 
supervisor support were significant and in the expected direction and two of eleven 
(18%) were significant, but in the opposite direction than expected. In addition, twelve 
interactions involving instrumental supervisor support were tested, but not expected to be 
significant; two of twelve (17%) of these interactions were significant.  
  Second, significant interactions involving job satisfaction and supervisor 
satisfaction were more common than other criteria. In regards to job satisfaction, seven of 
eight (88%) tested interactions were significant, which includes two significant 
interactions that were not hypothesized. In regards to supervisor satisfaction, four of eight 
(50%) tested interactions were significant, which includes two non-significant 
interactions that were not hypothesized. In contrast, only four of twenty-four (17%) tested 
interactions including physical health, OCBs-S, OCBs-O, and organizational 
commitment were significant. In sum, the moderating effects of causal attributions were 







Main Effects of Supervisor Support 
  Support was found for the expected positive effects of supervisor support on self-
directed, supervisor-directed, and organization-directed criteria. Specifically, emotional 
and instrumental supervisor support had positive effects on job satisfaction, OCBs-S, 
supervisor satisfaction, OCBs-O, and organizational commitment. However, physical 
health was only weakly associated with emotional supervisor support and unrelated to 
instrumental supervisor support.  
  The positive effects of supervisor support on job satisfaction are consistent with 
previous research (e.g., Griffin et al., 2001; Vaananen et al., 2003; Viswesvaran et al., 
1999). Supervisor support is likely to improve job satisfaction directly because the 
behavior provides explicit and implicit information that the subordinate is worthwhile 
and valuable to the organization (Bowling et al., 2010; Kottke & Sharafinski, 1988; 
Pierce & Gardner, 2004). Supervisor support is also likely to provide the contextual 
conditions that fulfill a person’s psychological need for competence and relatedness 
(Ryan & Deci, 2000) and make one’s job physically easier. The fulfillment of these 
psychological needs and change in the objective work environment are likely to directly 
lead to greater well-being and job satisfaction. 
  In addition to the direct effect on job satisfaction, supervisor support may influence 
job satisfaction indirectly by buffering against the harmful effects of stressors (Cohen & 
Wills, 1985; Viswesvaran et al., 1999). Although supervisor support is likely influence 
psychological indicators of well-being through several different mechanisms, the effects 





specifically, the weaker than expected results for physical health are not too surprising 
given that self-reported physical health has a weaker relationship with social support than 
psychological indicators of well-being, such as job satisfaction (e.g., Viswesvaran et al., 
1999).   
  The positive psychological and behavioral responses to supervisor support may 
also be a result of positive emotions. Supervisor support is likely to result in a positive 
emotional experience for the subordinate, which in turn will lead to improved job 
attitudes and altruistic behaviors (Miles, Borman, Spector, & Fox, 2002). In addition, the 
positive effects of supervisor support are rooted in the subordinate’s felt obligation to 
reciprocate and help the organization reach its goals (e.g., Aselage & Eisenberger, 2003; 
Eisenberger et al., 1986; Gouldner, 1960). The subordinate’s reciprocation efforts may be 
in the form of OCBs, favorable feedback toward the supervisor (i.e., supervisor 
satisfaction), and greater commitment to the organization. In addition, subordinates may 
experience greater job satisfaction by fulfilling the obligation to reciprocate. More 
specifically, fulfillment of these obligations is likely lead to a positive psychological 
effects and a more favorable work environment (Eisenberger et al., 2001). In sum, 
instrumental and emotional supervisor support were associated with greater job 
satisfaction, OCBs-S, supervisor satisfaction, OCBs-O, and organizational commitment.  
  It is interesting to note that the regression analyses examining the unique effects of 
instrumental and emotional supervisor support on the aforementioned criteria indicate 
that both forms of supervisor support affect criteria through similar, but different 
processes. More specifically, instrumental and emotional supervisor support often 





with both forms of support is likely to differ. Indeed, previous researchers have suggested 
that a psychological contract can be either relational or transactional (Blau, 1964; 
Robinson et al., 1994; Rousseau, 1990). Although relational and transactional 
psychological contracts involve an exchange of resources and a felt obligation to 
reciprocate, the contracts differ in the type of resources that are exchanged. Because 
instrumental and emotional supervisor support are likely to affect criteria through 
different processes, it is important to examine the hypothesized moderating effects 
separately for each form of supervisor support.   
Moderating Effects of Self-Directed Attributions  
  Partial support was found for the moderating effects of self-directed attributions on 
the relationships between supervisor support and self-directed criteria. More specifically, 
emotional supervisor support and self-directed attribution interacted when predicting job 
satisfaction, but did not significantly interact when predicting physical health. Follow up 
analyses indicate that the positive relationship between emotional supervisor support and 
job satisfaction was stronger when subordinates attributed the cause of emotional 
supervisor support to themselves.   
  Similar results were found for instrumental supervisor support. More specifically, 
instrumental supervisor support and self-directed attribution interacted when predicting 
both job satisfaction and physical health. However, the moderating effects were in the 
predicted direction for job satisfaction, but not in the predicted direction for physical 
health. Whereas the positive relationship between instrumental supervisor support and 
job satisfaction was stronger when subordinates attributed the cause of instrumental 





support and physical health was weaker when subordinates attributed the cause of 
instrumental supervisor support to themselves.  
  The stronger relationships between supervisor support and job satisfaction when a 
self-directed attribution is made are consistent with expectations. These findings likely 
indicate that subordinates experienced a felt obligation to reciprocate the supervisor 
support. The reciprocation efforts, however, may have been directed toward one’s self 
because the subordinate perceived themselves as the cause of the support. The greater felt 
obligation to reciprocate toward one’s self may result in an increased likelihood of using 
the support provided and thus greater job satisfaction. A self-directed attribution of a 
positive event is also likely to be incorporated in one’s self concept. In other words, if 
employees attribute themselves as the cause of supervisor support, he or she may 
experience a greater sense of self-worth, which is consistently associated with greater job 
satisfaction (Bowling et al., 2010).   
  An explanation for the stronger positive relationship between instrumental 
supervisor support and physical health when subordinates do not make a self-directed 
attribution is less clear. However, the relationship may be because a self-directed 
attribution of instrumental supervisor support indicates that the subordinate is unable to 
complete the job duties adequately.  For example, the receipt of instrumental supervisor 
support may be because the subordinate is unable to perform job duties due to poor 
physical health, such as when an employee is on sick leave. In this example, a high self-
directed attribution of instrumental supervisor support indicates that the subordinate’s 
physical health was causing the supervisor to provide instrumental support. As a result, 





supervisor support when a self-directed attribution is made. This causal direction is in the 
opposite direction than expected, but provides a possible explanation for moderating 
effect found. Longitudinal research would help shed light on the causal relationship 
between instrumental supervisor support and physical health.   
Moderating Effects of Supervisor-Directed Attributions  
  Whereas two of the four hypothesized moderating effects of self-directed 
attributions were supported, only one of four expected moderating effects of supervisor-
directed attributions was supported. More specifically, partial support was found for the 
moderating effects of supervisor-directed attributions on the relationships between 
supervisor support and supervisor-directed criteria. Emotional supervisor support and 
supervisor-directed attribution interacted when predicting supervisor satisfaction, but did 
not significantly interact when predicting OCBs-S. The positive relationship between 
emotional supervisor support and supervisor satisfaction was stronger when subordinates 
attributed the cause of emotional supervisor support to the supervisor.  Contrary to 
expectations, supervisor-directed attributions did not interact with instrumental 
supervisor support in predicting either OCBs-S or supervisor satisfaction.  
  The current findings may be because reciprocation efforts are modeled after the 
supervisor’s behaviors. That is, instrumental support is very task oriented. In addition, the 
transactional psychological contract that is likely associated with instrumental support 
involves the exchange of monetizable resources. As a result, a subordinate might 
reciprocate by placing more of an effort toward in-role performance than engaging in 
OCBs-S or by changing attitudes toward the supervisor. This explanation may also 





supervisor support in predicting supervisor satisfaction. The relational psychological 
contract that is likely associated with emotional support involves the exchange of 
emotional resources. As a result, a subordinate may respond to emotional supervisor 
support by reciprocating in a more emotional or affective manner. Indeed, the supervisor 
satisfaction measure that was used in the current study was adapted from a measure of 
job satisfaction that is affective-oriented (i.e., the MOAQ; Bowling & Hammond, 2008).  
Moderating Effects of Organization-Directed Attributions  
  Contrary to expectations, the relationships between supervisor support and 
organization-directed criteria were not stronger when organization-directed attributions 
were made. More specifically, organization-directed attributions did not interact with 
emotional supervisor support in predicting either OCBs-O or organizational commitment. 
In addition, a significant interaction between organization-directed attributions and 
instrumental supervisor support was found in predicting OCBs-O, but no significant 
interaction was found in predicting organizational commitment. However, the 
relationship between instrumental supervisor support and OCBs-O was stronger when the 
cause of the support is not attributed to the organization, which is in the opposite 
direction than expected.   
  The lack of empirical support for the expected moderating effects of organization-
directed attributions may be because an organization is not as clearly identifiable as a 
target of reciprocation as is a supervisor and one’s self. In other words, although a 
subordinate may recognize the organization as the cause of the supervisor support, the 
subordinate may not be aware of an obvious method to reciprocate. A more noticeable 





performance.  In addition, reciprocation toward an organization may be perceived by the 
subordinate as wasted effort or fruitless because organizational behaviors are unlikely to 
be changed. In other words, an employee’s failure to reciprocate toward an organization 
with increased OCBs-O or greater organizational commitment is unlikely to influence 
causal factors attributed to the organization, such as policy, norms, and culture.  
  Another potential explanation for the nonsignificant moderating effects of 
organization-directed attributions is that the psychological contract between a subordinate 
and organization is unlikely to be influenced by behaviors from just one organizational 
member (i.e., the supervisor). In other words, an organization is likely causing resources 
to be given to subordinate from several sources (e.g., executive, supervisor, coworkers, 
customers, subordinates). As a result, the psychological contract between the 
organization and an employee may not be met or violated by the behaviors from just one 
source. In support of this claim is the interrelationship between supervisor-directed and 
organization-directed attributions, which were either weakly related or not related for 
instrumental and emotional supervisor support, respectively. If a supervisor were closely 
identified with the organization as a whole, then these attributions would have a stronger 
positive correlation. These findings indicate that a supervisor may not be as closely 
associated with the organization as expected.  
  Inconsistent moderating effects for supervisor-directed and organization-directed 
attributions were also found by Bowling and Michel (in press), who hypothesized that 
external attributions moderate the relationship between supervisor abuse and victim 
responses. That is, victims are only likely to retaliate against the perpetrator (or 





responsible for the abuse. Consistent with this prediction, they found that the relationship 
between abuse and retaliation directed at the organization were moderated by the extent 
to which the organization was believed to be responsible. However, their analyses failed 
to show parallel moderator effects for when the supervisor was believed to be 
responsible. Bowling and Michel’s explanation for this null finding is that it is difficult to 
retaliate against another individual who has a history of being abusive. These findings 
extend to the results of the current study in that targeting reciprocation behaviors may be 
based on more than just identifying the causal source. Rather, target characteristics are 
likely to be considered by the subordinate prior to reciprocation behaviors.  
 Moderating Effects of Stability Attributions 
  The moderating effects of stability were found to be more consistent with 
hypotheses for emotional supervisor support than instrumental supervisor support. Partial 
support was found for Hypothesis 9, which stated that stability would moderate the 
relationships between emotional supervisor support and job attitudes. The relationship 
between emotional supervisor support and job satisfaction was stronger when support 
was believed to be stable. Similarly, the relationship between emotional supervisor 
support and supervisor satisfaction was stronger when support was believed to be stable. 
The relationship between emotional supervisor support and organizational commitment 
was not moderated by stability attribution.     
  There are several potential explanations for the significant moderating effects 
involving job satisfaction and supervisor satisfaction. First, satisfaction is often 
considered a form of psychological well-being (e.g., Brief, 1998; Spector, 1997), which is 





words, the belief of sustainable resources can itself be a psychological resource (Hobfol, 
1989). Given that the measure of job satisfaction and supervisor satisfaction were 
affective-oriented (Bowling & Hammond, 2007), the significant moderating effects found 
only for these criteria are not surprising. Second, job attitudes include a cognitive 
evaluative component in which potential future events are considered (Brief, 1998). In 
other words, subordinates incorporate information regarding the stability of emotional 
supervisor support into their job attitudes. Finally, uncertainty in a situation is generally 
viewed to have negative effects (Lind & Van den Bos, 2002).  
  Although there are several potential explanations for the significant moderating 
effects, the nonsignificant moderating effect involving emotional supervisor support and 
organizational commitment and is not as easily explained. One possible explanation, 
however, is that the measure of organizational commitment more closely resembles a 
measure of behaviors rather than an attitude. Although organizational commitment is 
generally considered a job attitude (e.g., Brooke, Russell, & Price, 1988; Porter et al., 
1974), many of the items are similar to that of extra role behaviors. For example, one 
item on the organizational commitment scale is, “I am willing to put in a great deal of 
effort beyond that is normally expected in order to help the organization where I work be 
successful.” As a result, organizational commitment, as it was measured in the current 
study, may be more similar to reciprocation behaviors than job attitudes. Because 
stability was not expected to moderate the relationships between emotional supervisor 
support and reciprocation behaviors, the nonsignificant finding involving organization 
commitment can be explained. Moderating effects involving reciprocation behaviors 





relational psychological contract, which is described as being dynamic and consistently 
changing (Rousseau, 1990). Indeed, similar results were found for OCBs-S and OCBs-O. 
In sum, stability moderated the relationships between emotional supervisor support and 
job attitudes, but did not moderate the relationships involving physical health and 
reciprocation behaviors.  
  The moderating effects of stability were also examined in regards to instrumental 
supervisor support, but no significant moderating effects were found. More specifically, 
stability attribution did not interact with instrumental supervisor support when predicting 
job satisfaction, supervisor satisfaction, and organizational commitment. Similarly, 
stability did not moderate the relationship between instrumental supervisor support and 
reciprocation behaviors. These findings indicate that stability does not influence the 
positive effects of instrumental supervisor support.  In other words, subordinates respond 
favorably to instrumental supervisor support whether or not it is believed to be available 
in the future. As a result, stability may not be as important a factor in the transactional 
psychological contract as was originally believed. However, a more likely explanation is 
due to the design of the study. This may be because beliefs of stability are likely to affect 
immediate subordinate responses rather than responses one month later. More 
specifically, employees were able to determine their reciprocation efforts on actual 
behaviors rather than beliefs of future behaviors because criteria were collected in the 
second wave of data collection. Future research should examine moderating effects of 
stability attributions immediately after supervisor support is provided. 





  Partial support was found for the moderating effects of altruistic intent attributions 
on subordinate responses to emotional supervisor support. More specifically, the 
relationship between emotional supervisor support and job satisfaction was stronger when 
subordinates believed the support to be given with altruistic intentions. Counter to 
expectations, the relationship between emotional supervisor support and physical health 
was not moderated by altruistic intent attribution.  
  Similarly, partial support was found for the moderating effect of altruistic intent 
attribution on the relationship between emotional supervisor support and supervisor-
directed criteria. Specifically, the relationship between emotional supervisor support and 
OCBs-S was not moderated by the altruistic intent attribution. However, the relationship 
between emotional supervisor support and supervisor satisfaction was stronger when 
subordinates made an altruistic intent attribution than when they did not make an 
altruistic intent attribution. Contrary to expectations, the relationships between emotional 
supervisor support and either OCBs-O or organizational commitment were not moderated 
by altruistic intent. Overall, altruistic intent had little effect on the employee responses to 
emotional supervisor support. The notable exceptions are the relationships involving job 
satisfaction and supervisor satisfaction.    
  It is important to note that altruistic intent was not expected to moderate the 
relationships between instrumental supervisor support and criteria. In only one case were 
the results inconsistent with this expectation. Specifically, the relationship between 
instrumental supervisor support and job satisfaction was stronger when subordinates 
believed the support was provided with altruistic intent. In general, this finding is 





supervisor support or transactional psychological contracts. In other words, subordinates 
are unlikely to care why instrumental supervisor support is given. The significant 
moderating effect involving job satisfaction is the one exception to this explanation. 
However, it is important to note that the interaction term was relatively weak compared 
to the significant interactions for emotional supervisor support.  
  More consistent results were found for self-serving intent attributions than altruistic 
intent attributions. Emotional supervisor support was more strongly related to both job 
satisfaction and physical health when low self-serving intent attributions were made. 
Counter to expectations, the relationship between emotional supervisor support and 
OCBs-S was not moderated by self-serving intent attribution. However, consistent with 
expectations, the relationship between emotional supervisor support and supervisor 
satisfaction was stronger when subordinates perceived self-serving intent to be low. 
Similarly, partial support was found for the moderating effect of altruistic intent 
attribution on the relationship between emotional supervisor support and organization-
directed criteria. Specifically, the relationship between emotional supervisor support and 
OCBs-O was not moderated by self-serving intent attribution. However, the relationship 
between emotional supervisor support and organizational commitment was stronger when 
self-serving intent attribution was low.  
  Similar to altruistic intent attribution, moderating effects of self-serving intent 
attribution were not hypothesized for the relationships between instrumental supervisor 
support and criteria. Again, only the relationship between instrumental supervisor support 
and job satisfaction was moderated by self-serving intent attribution; the relationship was 





the claim that intent attributions are more likely to violate the psychological contract 
associated with emotional supervisor support than instrumental supervisor support.  
  The hypothesized moderating effects were originally expected to occur because low 
altruistic and high self-serving intent attributions were believed to violate the relational 
psychological contract associated with emotional supervisor support. A relational 
psychological contract is rooted in socio-emotional concerns of trust and beliefs in good 
faith and fair dealing (MacNeil, 1985). Overall, more support was found for the 
moderating effects of self-serving intent than altruistic intent. Although high altruistic 
intent fulfills the relational contract requirements, low altruistic intent may not violate the 
relational contract because it is not inherently unfair or negative. That is, the absence of 
something positive is not necessarily negative. A violation of a relational contract may 
need to involve an intent attribution that is inherently more negative than the low 
altruistic intent attribution, such as self-serving intent attribution. The more consistent 
results for self-serving intent attribution provide support for this claim. 
  Overall, four of six expected moderating effects for self-serving intent attribution 
were found, while only two of six expected moderating effects of altruistic intent 
attribution were found. Self-serving intent is likely to lead to negative emotional 
experiences, violations of trust, and a perceived lack of fairness in the interpersonal 
exchange. In other words, subordinates are likely to experience feelings of manipulation 
when they perceive emotional supervisor support is provided with self-serving intent. 
These findings are partially consistent with Banki’s (2010) theoretical model of OCBs. 





motive are less likely to be reciprocated and will harm group dynamics. Banki’s model, 
however, does not explain the nonsignificant findings involving OCBs.  
  The nonsignificant findings involving OCBs may be because subordinates do not 
adjust the amount of OCBs they engage in, but rather the intentions behind the OCBs. 
For example, emotional supervisor support provided with self-serving intent may cause 
subordinates to engage in fewer altruistic OCBs, but also lead to an increase in self-
serving OCBs. In other words, subordinates may adjust their intentions and behaviors to 
be in line with their supervisors’ (Avolio & Gardner, 2005; Gardener, Avolio, Luthans, 
May, & Walumba, 2005; Luthans & Avolio, 2003). In short, a subordinate may begin to 
agree that support provided with self-serving intent is an acceptable workplace behavior 
and begin to engage in similar behaviors with the same intent.  
  An alternative explanation to psychological contracts and reciprocation is also 
available. That is, high altruistic and low self-serving intent of emotional supervisor 
support provide a more favorable and positive work environment. In turn, subordinates 
may experience greater well-being and improved job attitudes, but not experience a 
stronger felt obligation to reciprocate. A similar notion has been proposed by Dasborough 
and Ashkanasy (2002) and the findings are consistent with their theoretical model. 
Dasborough and Ashkanasy propose that altruistic intentions would lead to more positive 
emotional experiences and increased liking of the supervisor. Conversely, the self-serving 
intentions will lead to negative emotional experiences and less liking of the supervisor. In 
addition, the nonsignificant findings involving OCBs are consistent with the model 
because Drasborough and Ashkanasy emphasize the importance of perceived intentions 





  It is interesting to note that Dasborough and Ashkanasy’s (2002) theoretical model 
offers a similar explanation to the non-significant moderating effects involving intent and 
instrumental supervisor support.  Although their model does not distinguish between 
instrumental and emotional supervisor support nor relational and transactional 
psychological contracts, the model does discuss the importance of the personal 
consequence for the subordinate. More specifically, the intentions of the supervisor must 
have an emotional consequence on the subordinate in order to have an effect on 
subordinate responses. In other words, a subordinate must care why support is being 
provided in order for intent attributions influence subordinate reactions. As a result, the 
generally non-significant interactions between intent and instrumental supervisor support 
are consistent with previous theoretical models and both potential explanations of the 
findings (Banki, 2010; Dasborough & Ashkanasy, 2001). 
Implications  
  The general trend of significant moderating effects involving job satisfaction 
provides an interesting implication for future research. Five of six hypothesized 
moderating effects involving job satisfaction were statistically significant and in the 
expected direction. In addition, the only interactions between intent and instrumental 
supervisor support were when predicting job satisfaction. In other words, attributions of 
supervisor support consistently affected job satisfaction regardless of the type of 
attribution made or supervisor support provided. This finding may be because causal 
attributions (Kelley, 1972; Weiner, 1985) and job satisfaction (Brief, 1998; Pierce & 





future researchers may find stronger and more consistent moderating effects of 
attributions when predicting an employee’s organization-based self-esteem. 
  Another implication of the current findings is the importance of stability 
attributions on responses to emotional supervisor support. Supervisors are likely to 
improve the job attitudes of their subordinates by conveying that emotional support will 
be provided in the future. Supervisors are likely to increase stability attributions by 
providing more consistent emotional supervisor support and increasing the amount of 
control the subordinate has over the relationship (Kent & Martinko, 1995). For example, 
a supervisor may have an “open door” policy in which subordinates can enter at any time 
and discuss emotional concerns and personal problems. With an open invitation to 
discuss personal issues, the subordinate is likely to perceive greater control over when 
emotional supervisor support is provided.  
  The other consistent findings in the current study were the moderating effects of 
intent attributions. Responses to emotional supervisor support are more likely to be 
affected by intent attributions than are responses to instrumental supervisor support. As a 
result, impression management training for supervisors should emphasize the importance 
of conveying altruistic intent rather than self-serving intent when providing emotional 
support to their subordinates. This emphasis becomes increasingly important as recent 
leadership research has indicated that positive organizational outcomes are associated 
with supervisors who authentically and transparently convey to subordinates the 
intentions of their behaviors (Avolio & Gardner, 2005; Gardener et al., 2005; Luthans & 





findings in the current research indicate that self-serving intentions of emotional 
supervisor support can lead to harmful organizational outcomes. 
  Efforts directed at decreasing self-serving intent attributions should focus on the 
organization. Support for this claim can be found by examining the interrelationships 
between intent attributions and locus of causality dimensions. Self-serving intent 
attributions had a weak negative relationship or no relationship with self-directed and 
supervisor-directed attributions. However, self-serving intent attributions had a 
moderately strong association with organization-directed attributions. As a result, 
practitioners should not only be concerned with the harmful effects of self-serving intent 
attributions, but also recognize that the organization is likely to be blamed for causing the 
self-serving supervisor support. In addition, practitioners trying to reduce the frequency 
of self-serving supervisor support may be most successful when focusing on 
organizational factors (e.g., supervisor training). 
  Although efforts should be made to increase altruistic intent attributions and 
decrease self-serving intent attributions of emotional supervisor support, it is important to 
note that altruistic intent attributions were more frequent and perceived as more stable 
than self-serving intent attributions. In fact, self-serving intent attribution was unrelated 
to stability for emotional supervisor support. In other words, self-serving intent of 
emotional supervisor support is less likely to occur and expected to occur in the future 
than altruistic intent. These results indicate supervisors generally try to avoid conveying 
self-serving intent. Nonetheless, the mean of self-serving intent attribution for emotional 
supervisor support indicates that the attribution does occur frequently enough to warrant 





Limitations and Future Research 
  The results and implications of the current study have several potential limitations. 
First, locus of causality attributions may not have been accurately assessed. If measured 
accurately, internal attributions should be negatively associated with external attributions. 
In other words, the more a subordinate attributes supervisor support to one’s self, the less 
they can contribute supervisor support to external causes. However, self-directed 
attributions were positively associated with supervisor-directed and organization 
directed-attributions. This is likely because each locus of causality dimension were 
assessed independently. Previous research on subordinate attributions of supervisor 
behaviors have found similar correlations between locus of causality attributions 
(Bowling & Michel, in press).  
  The interrelationships between locus of causality dimensions also indicate that 
subordinates had difficulty in distinguishing between causes of supervisor support. More 
specifically, supervisor-directed and self-directed attributions had strong correlations. 
This finding may be because it is difficult for someone to distinguish between one’s self 
and the supervisor as the cause given that the interaction involves both people. Future 
research on attributions of interpersonal interactions should consider identifying causal 
factors at the group level. In other words, locus of causality attributions regarding 
interpersonal interactions can be internal or external to the relationship, rather than 
internal or external to a person. 
  The results of the current study may have also been influenced by common-method 
variance because all of the data were collected using self-reports. Some authors, however, 





(Spector, 2006). Several reasons lead me to believe that common method bias is a minor 
limitation in the current study. First, the anonymous nature of the data collection has 
likely limited the effects of socially desirable responding. Second, two waves of data 
collection was collected to combat common method variance and potentially inflated 
correlations (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Finally, the hypotheses are primarily tested using 
moderated regression and common method variance is unlikely to produce artifactual 
interactions (Evans, 1985).  
  The current study is also limited in drawing definitive causal conclusions because 
our use of cross sectional data and a non-experimental design. Although two waves of 
data were collected, no study variables were assessed at multiple time points. 
Longitudinal data is needed to examine whether causal attributions of supervisor support 
affect self-directed, supervisor-directed, organization-directed criteria over time. Future 
research should consider using experience sampling methods to capture more accurate 
real-time processes related to the attribution processes.  
Conclusion 
  As expected, emotional and instrumental supervisor support were positively 
associated with positive criteria assessed 30 days later. In addition, the moderating effects 
of causal attributions on responses to emotional and instrumental supervisor support were 
examined. Little support was found for the expected moderating effects of locus of 
causality attributions. As expected, the relationships between supervisor support (i.e., 
instrumental and emotional supervisor support) and job satisfaction were stronger when 
subordinates believed they were cause of the supervisor support. Similarly, the 





stronger when subordinates attributed the cause of support to their supervisor. 
Surprisingly, no expected moderating effects were found for organization-directed 
attributions.  
  Partial support was found for the expected moderating effects of stability 
attributions. More specifically, the relationships between emotional supervisor support 
and job attitudes were stronger when emotional supervisor support was expected to 
continue in the future. However, no significant interactions were found between 
instrumental supervisor support and stability. Finally, more consistent findings were 
found for intent attributions. In general, the relationships between emotional supervisor 
support and subordinate well-being and job attitudes were stronger when subordinates 
perceived either high altruistic intent or low self-serving intent. In addition, as expected, 
intent had little effect on subordinate responses to instrumental supervisor support. 
Overall, the findings of the current study empirically demonstrate the importance of 
considering subordinate attributions of supervisor support. The causal attributions are 
likely influencing responses to supervisor support via the relational and transactional 
psychological contracts associated with emotional and instrumental supervisor support, 
respectively.  However, the moderating effects of attributions are most notably present 











Pilot Study Results 
 
 
Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
Supervisor Support                 
1 Instrumental Support 3.11 0.93 (.88)              
2 Emotional Support 3.22 0.95 .67** (.85)             
Instrumental Support Attributions                
3 Self-Directed 4.11 1.21 .51** .53** (.89)            
4 Supervisor-Directed 5.01 1.00 .44** .39** .45** (.80)           
5 Organization-Directed 4.26 1.46 .23** .21** .32** .24** (.85)          
6 Stability 4.33 1.44 .42** .45** .37** .60** .36** (.90)         
7 Altruistic Intent 4.14 1.26 .58** .42** .68** .43** .45** .62** (.91)        
8 Self-Serving Intent 3.56 1.13 -.15* -.17** .01 -.10 .30** .18* .14 (.84)       
Emotional Support Attributions                
9 Self-Directed 4.34 1.21 .44** .43** .68** .54** .29** .40** .48** .05 (.82)      
10 Supervisor-Directed 5.21 1.11 .51** .52** .51** .63** .23** .49** .53** -.21* .63** (.81)     
11 Organization-Directed 3.27 1.33 .24** .11 .26** .01 .60** .15** .32** .52** .21** .14 (.84)    
12 Stability 4.69 1.31 .42** .55** .46** .55** .21** .68** .51** .02 .55** .61** .19** (.90)   
13 Altruistic Intent 4.01 1.14 .53** .33** .60** .51** .33** .44** .66** .08** .62** .44** .37** .47** (.88)  
14 Self-Serving Intent 3.66 1.59 -.01 -.11* .07 -.01 .32** .03 .02 .79** .04 -.09* .52** .17 .34** (.90) 












Scale Items for Study Variables 
 
Variable Items 
Supervisor Support Attributions 
Instrumental  1) My supervisor fills in while I am absent. 
2) My supervisor is helpful in getting the job done. 
3) My supervisor gives useful advice on job problems. 
4) My supervisor assists with unusual work problems. 
5) My supervisor will pitch in and help with my job duties when necessary. 
 
Emotional  1) My supervisor and I share personal information about our backgrounds and families. 
2) My supervisor and I talk about the good things about our work. 
3) My supervisor expresses confidence in me. 
4) My supervisor tells me that he/she understands how I am feeling. 
5) My supervisor reassures me about the actions I’ve taken or my feelings. 
 
Self-Directed Attributions 
Instrumental  1) If my supervisor were to fill in while I am absent, it would be because my behavior warrants it. 
2) If my supervisor were to be helpful in getting the job done, it would be because my personality attracts this behavior. 
3) If my supervisor were to give useful advice on job problems, it would be because my behavior warrants it.  
4) If my supervisor were to assist with unusual work problems, it would be because my personality attracts this behavior. 
5) If my supervisor were to pitch in and help with my job duties when necessary, it would be because my behavior warrants it. 
 
Emotional  1) If my supervisor and I were to share personal information about our backgrounds and families, it would because my behavior warrants it. 
2) If my supervisor and I were to talk about the good things about our work, it would be because my personality attracts this behavior. 
3) If my supervisor were to express confidence in me, it would be because my personality attracts this behavior. 
4) If my supervisor were to tell me that he/she understands how I am feeling, it would be because my behavior warrants it. 
5) If my supervisor were to reassure me about the actions I’ve taken or my feelings, it would be because my personality attracts this behavior. 
 
Supervisor Directed Attributions 
Instrumental  1) If my supervisor were to fill in while I am absent, it would be because it is part of his/her personality to behave this way. 
2) If my supervisor were to be helpful in getting the job done, it would be because he/she chooses to. 
3) If my supervisor were to give useful advice on job problems because, it would be he/she wants to. 
4) If my supervisor were to assist with unusual work problems, it would be because it is part of his/her personality to behave this way. 
5) If my supervisor were to pitch in and help with my job duties when necessary, it would be because he/she chooses to. 
 
Emotional  1) If my supervisor and I were to share personal information about our backgrounds and families, it would be because it is part of his/her 
personality to behave this way. 
2) If my supervisor and I were to talk about the good things about our work because, it would be he/she chooses to. 








Supervisor Directed Attributions 
Emotional  4) If my supervisor were to tell me that he/she understands how I am feeling because, it would be it is part of his/her personality to behave this way. 
5) If my supervisor were to reassure me about the actions I’ve taken or my feelings because, it would be he/she chooses to. 
 
Organization-Directed Attributions 
Instrumental 1) If my supervisor were to fill in while I am absent, it would be because he/she is required by the organization. 
2) If my supervisor were to be helpful in getting the job done, it would be because he/she is following organizational norms. 
3) If my supervisor were to give useful advice on job problems, it would be because he/she is required by the organization. 
4) If my supervisor were to assist with unusual work problems, it would be because he/she is following organizational norms. 
5) If my supervisor were to pitch in and help with my job duties when necessary, it would be because he/she is required by the organization. 
 
Emotional 1) If my supervisor and I were to share personal information about our backgrounds and families, it would be because he/she is required by the 
organization. 
2) If my supervisor and I were to talk about the good things about our work, it would be because he/she is following organizational norms.  
3) If my supervisor were to express confidence in me, it would be because he/she is required by the organization. 
4) If my supervisor were to tell me that he/she understands how I am feeling, it would be because he/she is following organizational norms. 
5) If my supervisor were to reassure me about the actions I’ve taken or my feelings, it would be because he/she is required by the organization. 
 
Stability Attributions 
Instrumental 1) If my supervisor were to fill in while I am absent, I would expect this behavior to occur in the future. 
2) If my supervisor were to be helpful in getting the job done, I would expect this behavior to occur in the future. 
3) If my supervisor were to give useful advice on job problems, I would expect this behavior to occur in the future. 
4) If my supervisor were to assist with unusual work problems, I would expect this behavior to occur in the future. 
5) If my supervisor were to pitch in and help with my job duties when necessary, I would expect this behavior to occur in the future. 
 
Emotional 1) If my supervisor and I were to share personal information about our backgrounds and families, I would expect this behavior to occur in the 
future. 
2) If my supervisor were to talk about the good things about our work, I would expect this behavior to occur in the future. 
3) If my supervisor were to express confidence in me, I would expect this behavior to occur in the future. 
4) If my supervisor were to tell me that he/she understands how I am feeling, I would expect this behavior to occur in the future. 
5) If my supervisor were to reassure me about the actions I’ve taken or my feelings, I would expect this behavior to occur in the future. 
 
Altruistic Intent Attributions 
Instrumental 1) If my supervisor were to fill in while I am absent, it would be because he/she is trying to improve my self-esteem. 
2) If my supervisor were to be helpful in getting the job done, it would be because he/she is trying to get better performance out of me. 
3) If my supervisor were to give useful advice on job problems, it would be because he/she is trying to make me feel better about myself. 
4) If my supervisor were to assist me with unusual work problems, it would be because he/she is trying to improve my self-esteem. 








Altruistic Intent Attributions 
Emotional 1) If my supervisor and I were to share personal information about our backgrounds and families, it would be because he/she is trying to improve 
my self-esteem.  
2) If my supervisor and I were to talk about the good things about our work, it would be because he/she is trying to make me feel better about 
myself. 
3) If my supervisor were to express confidence in me, it would be because he/she is trying to get better performance out of me. 
4) If my supervisor were to tell me that he/she understands how I am feeling, it would be because he/she is trying to improve my self-esteem. 
5) If my supervisor were to reassure me about the actions I’ve taken or my feelings, it would be because he/she is trying to get better performance 
out of me. 
 
Self-Serving Intent Attributions 
Instrumental 1) If my supervisor were to fill in while I am absent because, it would be he/she is trying to make himself or herself look good. 
2) If my supervisor were to be helpful in getting the job done, it would be because he/she is trying to manipulate me.  
3) If my supervisor were to give useful advice on job problems, it would be because he/she is trying to boost his/her own self-esteem. 
4) If my supervisor were to assist me with unusual work problems, it would be because he/she is trying to make himself or herself look good. 
5) If my supervisor were to pitch in and help with my job duties when necessary, it would be because he/she is trying to boost his/her own self-
esteem. 
 
Emotional 1) If my supervisor and I were to share personal information about our backgrounds and families, it would because he/she is trying to make 
himself or herself look good. 
2) If my supervisor and I were to talk about the good things about our work, it would because he/she is trying to boost his/her own self-esteem. 
3) If my supervisor were to express confidence in me, it would because he or she is trying to manipulate me. 
4) If my supervisor were to tell me that he/she understands how I am feeling, it would because he/she is trying to make himself or herself look 
good. 






1) All in all I am satisfied with my current job. 
2) In general, I don’t like my current job. 




1) I consider my physical health to be excellent. 
 
Supervisor Directed Criteria 
OCBs-S 1) Help my supervisor who has been absent. 
2) Willingly give your time to help your supervisor who has work related problems. 
3) Adjust your work schedule to accommodate your supervisor’s request for time off. 







Supervisor Directed Criteria 
OCBs-S 5) Go out of the way to make your supervisor feel welcome in the work group. 
6) Show genuine concern and courtesy toward your supervisor, even under the most trying business or personal situations. 
7) Give up time to help your supervisor who has work or nonwork problems. 
8) Assist your supervisor with his or her duties. 




1) All in all I am satisfied with my current job. 
2) In general, I don’t like my current job. 
3) In general, I like working in my current job. 
 
Organization Directed Criteria 
Organizational 
Commitment 
1) I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that is normally expected in order to help the organization where I work be successful. 
2) I talk up the organization where I work to my friends as a great organization to work for. 
3) I find my values and those of the organization where I work are very similar. 
4) I am proud to tell others that I am part of the organization where I work. 
5) The organization where I work really inspires the very best in me in the way of job performance. 
6) For me the organization where I work is the best of all possible organizations for which to work. 
 
OCBs-O 1) Attend functions that are not required but that help the organizational image. 
2) Keep up with developments in the organization. 
3) Defend the organization when other employees criticize it. 
4) Show pride when representing the organization in public. 
5) Offer ideas to improve the functioning of the organization. 
6) Express loyalty toward the organization. 
7) Take action to protect the organization from potential problems. 
8) Demonstrate concern about the image of the organization. 
 
Other Variables  
Openness 1) I have a vivid imagination 
2) I am not interested in abstract ideas. 
3) I have difficulty understanding abstract ideas. 
4) I do not have a good imagination. 
 
Age 1) What is your age in years? 
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 CFI SRMR 
2-Factor Model    
Factor 1: ISS, ISS-Self, ISS-Super, ISS-Org 
Factor 2: ESS, ESS-Self, ESS-Super, ESS-Org X
2
(251) = 3505.25** .50 .15 
4-Factor Model    
Factor 1: ISS 
Factor 2: ESS 
Factor 3: ISS-Self, ISS-Super, ISS-Org 
Factor 4: ESS-Self, ESS-Super, ESS-Org X
2
(246) = 2634.88** .66 .13 
4-Factor Model    
Factor 1: ISS, ESS 
Factor 2: ISS-Self, ESS-Self 
Factor 3: ISS-Super, ESS-Super 
Factor 4: ISS-Org, ESS-Org X
2
(246) = 1552.85** .80 .07 
5-Factor Model    
Factor 1: ISS 
Factor 2: ESS 
Factor 3: ISS-Self, ESS-Self 
Factor 4: ISS-Super, ESS-Super 
Factor 5: ISS-Org, ESS-Org X
2
(242) = 1320.54** .85 .06 
8-Factor Model    
Factor 1: ISS 
Factor 2: ISS-Self 
Factor 3: ISS-Super 
Factor 4: ISS-Org 
Factor 5: ESS 
Factor 6: ESS-Self 
Factor 7: ESS-Super 
Factor 8: ESS-Org X
2
(224) = 569.85** .94 .04 




Squared. ISS = Instrumental supervisor support. ESS = Emotional supervisor 
support. Self = Self-directed attribution. Super = Supervisor-directed attribution. Org = Organization-












 CFI SRMR 
2-Factor Model    
Factor 1: ISS, ISS-Stability 
Factor 2: ESS, ESS-Stability X
2
(53) = 1134.50** .69 .16 
2-Factor Model    
Factor 1: ISS, ESS 
Factor 2: ISS-Stability, ESS-Stability X
2
(53) = 533.31** .86 .07 
3-Factor Model    
Factor 1: ISS 
Factor 2: ESS 
Factor 3: ISS-Stability, ESS-Stability X
2
(51) = 292.90** .93 .06 
4-Factor Model    
Factor 1: ISS 
Factor 2: ESS 
Factor 3: ISS-Stability 
Factor 4: ESS-Stability X
2
(48) = 118.71** .98 .02 




Squared. ISS = Instrumental supervisor support. ESS = Emotional 














 CFI SRMR 
2-Factor Model    
Factor 1: ISS, ISS-Altruistic, ISS-Self-Serving  
Factor 2: ESS, ESS-Altruistic, ESS-Self-Serving X
2
(134) = 2747.95** .49 .22 
4-Factor Model    
Factor 1: ISS, ISS-Self-Serving 
Factor 2: ESS, ESS-Self-Serving 
Factor 3: ISS-Altruistic 
Factor 4: ESS-Altruistic X
2
(153) = 1758.80** .68 .19 
4-Factor Model    
Factor 1: ISS 
Factor 2: ESS 
Factor 3: ISS-Altruistic, ISS-Self-Serving 
Factor 4: ESS-Altruistic, ESS-Self-Serving X
2
(153) = 1336.02** .76 .15 
4-Factor Model    
Factor 1: ISS, ISS-Altruistic 
Factor 2: ESS, ESS-Altruistic 
Factor 3: ISS-Self-Serving  
Factor 4: ESS-Self-Serving X
2
(153) = 1376.48** .76 .15 
4-Factor Model    
Factor 1: ISS 
Factor 2: ESS 
Factor 3: ISS-Altruistic, ESS-Altruistic 
Factor 4: ISS-Self-Serving, ESS-Self-Serving X
2
(153) = 439.51** .94 .05 
6-Factor Model    
Factor 1: ISS 
Factor 2: ESS 
Factor 3: ISS-Altruistic 
Factor 4: ISS-Self-Serving 
Factor 5: ESS-Altruistic 
Factor 6: ESS-Self-Serving X
2
(120) = 306.15** .96 .04 




Squared. ISS = Instrumental supervisor support. ESS = Emotional 









Descriptive Statistics, Reliabilities, and Correlations for Study Variables 
 Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
Supervisor Support              
1 Instrumental Support 3.15 0.98 (.90)           
2 Emotional Support 3.18 0.98 .74** (.89)          
Instrumental Supervisor Support  Attributions           
3 Self-Directed 4.18 1.29 .54** .49** (.86)         
4 Supervisor-Directed 5.11 1.05 .52** .45** .50** (.82)        
5 Organization-Directed 4.65 1.32 .29** .18** .35** .29** (.89)       
6 Stability 4.52 1.32 .52** .44** .49** .62** .31** (.92)      
7 Altruistic Intent 4.28 1.35 .64** .52** .72** .52** .42** .60** (.88)     
8 Self-Serving Intent 3.33 1.45 -.13* -.19** .06 -.02 .24** .15* .05 (.90)    
Emotional Supervisor Support Attributions           
9 Self-Directed 4.64 1.23 .52** .54** .69** .57** .31** .45** .56** -.01 (.87)   
10 Supervisor-Directed 5.25 1.07 .51** .57** .49** .76** .25** .49** .50** -.14* .71** (.82)  
11 Organization-Directed 3.54 1.44 .19** .07 .34** .03 .63** .20** .39** .47** .25** .05 (.90) 
12 Stability 4.66 1.20 .50** .59** .48** .59** .28** .74** .58** .06 .61** .69** .22** 
13 Altruistic Intent 4.23 1.24 .50** .41** .59** .48** .44** .55** .77** .17** .60** .47** .48** 
14 Self-Serving Intent 3.37 1.49 -.09 -.13* .02 -.08 .28** .11 .07 .85** .00 -.15* .50** 
Criteria              
15 Job Satisfaction 5.40 1.46 .36** .37** .24** .30** .04 .16** .25** -.26** .25** .38** -.04 
16 Physical Health 4.80 1.41 .09 .14* .08 .07 .02 .04 .09 .12* .06 .06 .14* 
17 OCBs-S 2.98 0.95 .48** .51** .29** .29** .08 .35** .37** .04 .32** .30** .10 
18 Supervisor Satisfaction 5.18 1.52 .41** .45** .26** .32** .08 .18** .27** -.30** .24** .40** -.05 
19 OCBs-O 3.43 0.91 .39** .48** .23** .27** .11 .24** .29** -.13* .26** .28** .06 
20 Organizational Commitment 4.90 1.42 .48** .49** .36** .30** .14* .22** .43** -.21** .27** .34** .11 
Other Variables              
21 Openness 5.04 1.25 .03 .08 -.07 .06 .06 .01 -.05 -.13* .02 .07 -.10 
22 Age 37.27 11.17 -.08 -.10 -.16** .11 -.12* -.14* -.13* -.06 -.10 -.11 -.13* 
23 Gender 1.50 0.50 .12* .07 .02 .10 -.04 -.03 .03 -.16** .07 .12 -.12 
Note. N = 268. Uncorrected correlations presented below the diagonal. Alpha reliabilities are presented on the diagonal in parentheses. OCBs-S = Organizational citizenship 





Table 4 Continued 
 
Descriptive Statistics, Reliabilities, and Correlations for Study Variables 
 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 
Supervisor Support             
1 Instrumental Support             
2 Emotional Support             
Instrumental Supervisor Support Attributions          
3 Self-Directed             
4 Supervisor-Directed             
5 Organization-Directed             
6 Stability             
7 Altruistic Intent             
8 Self-Serving Intent             
Emotional Supervisor Support Attributions           
9 Self-Directed             
10 Supervisor-Directed             
11 Organization-Directed             
12 Stability (.92)            
13 Altruistic Intent .59** (.85)           
14 Self-Serving Intent .11 .28** (.92)          
Criteria             
15 Job Satisfaction .21** .10 -.25** (.91)         
16 Physical Health .16** .13* .18** .10 -        
17 OCBs-S .36** .30** .10 .21** .16* (.90)       
18 Supervisor Satisfaction .26** .13* -.27** .78** .17** .20** (.84)      
19 OCBs-O .31** .22** -.04 .41** .18** .63** .42** (.90)     
20 Organizational Commitment .25** .28** -.16* .63** .27** .28** .67** .55** (.89)    
Other Variables             
21 Openness .00 -.10 -.12* .10 .09 .08 .16* .20* .02 (.78)   
22 Age -.14* -.21** -.06 .17** -.06 .03 .04 .11 .05 .09 -  
23 Gender .06 .00 -.17** .10 .03 .04 .14* .06 .08 -.03 -.07 - 
Note. N = 268. Uncorrected correlations presented below the diagonal. Alpha reliabilities are presented on the diagonal in parentheses. OCBs-S = Organizational 










Regression Analyses Examining the Effects of Supervisor Support on Criteria    
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Note.  N = 268.  β = Standardized regression coefficients after both predictors are included in the regression equation.  ∆R2 = Unique 
variance explained by each predictor.  R2 = Total variance explained. OCBs-S = Organizational citizenship behaviors directed at the 








Regression Analyses Examining the Moderating Effects of Self-Directed Attributions on the Relationships between 
Emotional Supervisor Support and Self-Directed Criteria 
 





    Gender 
    Emotional Supervisor Support (A) 
    Self-Directed (B) 
    Supervisor-Directed (C) 
    Organization-Directed (D) 
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Regression Analyses Examining the Moderating Effects of Self-Directed Attributions on the Relationships between 
Instrumental Supervisor Support and Self-Directed Criteria  
 





    Gender 
    Instrumental Supervisor Support (A) 
    Self-Directed (B) 
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    Organization-Directed (D) 
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Hypothesis 3  














Regression Analyses Examining the Moderating Effects of Supervisor-Directed Attributions on the Relationships 
between Emotional Supervisor Support and Supervisor-Directed Criteria 
 





    Gender 
    Emotional Supervisor Support (A) 
    Self-Directed (B) 
    Supervisor-Directed (C) 
    Organization-Directed (D) 
 







































    Gender 
    Emotional Supervisor Support (A) 
    Self-Directed (B) 
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Note.  N = 268.  β = Standardized regression coefficients.  ∆R2 = Change in total variance explained.  OCBs-S = 
Organizational citizenship behaviors directed at the supervisor. OCBs-O = Organization citizenship behaviors directed 








Regression Analyses Examining the Moderating Effects of Supervisor-Directed Attributions on the Relationships between 
Instrumental Supervisor Support and Supervisor-Directed Criteria  
 





    Gender 
    Instrumental Supervisor Support (A) 
    Self-Directed (B) 
    Supervisor-Directed (C) 
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    Gender 
    Instrumental Supervisor Support (A) 
    Self-Directed (B) 
    Supervisor-Directed (C) 
    Organization-Directed (D) 
 



































Note.  N = 268.  β = Standardized regression coefficients.  ∆R2 = Change in total variance explained.  OCBs-S = 
Organizational citizenship behaviors directed at the supervisor. OCBs-O = Organization citizenship behaviors directed at 











Regression Analyses Examining the Moderating Effects of Organization-Directed Attributions on the Relationships between 
Emotional Supervisor Support and Organization-Directed Criteria  
 





    Gender 
    Instrumental Supervisor Support (A) 
    Self-Directed (B) 
    Supervisor-Directed (C) 
    Organization-Directed (D) 
 








































    Gender 
    Instrumental Supervisor Support (A) 
    Self-Directed (B) 
    Supervisor-Directed (C) 
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Note.  N = 268.  β = Standardized regression coefficients.  ∆R2 = Change in total variance explained.  OCBs-S = 
Organizational citizenship behaviors directed at the supervisor. OCBs-O = Organization citizenship behaviors directed at 









Regression Analyses Examining the Moderating Effects of Organization-Directed Attributions on the Relationships 
between Instrumental Supervisor Support and Organization-Directed Criteria  
 





    Gender 
    Instrumental Supervisor Support (A) 
    Self-Directed (B) 
    Supervisor-Directed (C) 
    Organization-Directed (D) 
 








































    Gender 
    Instrumental Supervisor Support (A) 
    Self-Directed (B) 
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Note.  N = 268.  β = Standardized regression coefficients.  ∆R2 = Change in total variance explained.  OCBs-S = 
Organizational citizenship behaviors directed at the supervisor. OCBs-O = Organization citizenship behaviors directed at 









Regression Analyses Examining the Moderating Effects of Stability Attributions of Emotional Supervisor Support 
 





    Gender 
    Emotional Supervisor Support (A) 
    Stability (B) 
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    Emotional Supervisor Support (A) 
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Note.  N = 268.  β = Standardized regression coefficients.  ∆R2 = Change in total variance explained.  OCBs-S = 
Organizational citizenship behaviors directed at the supervisor. OCBs-O = Organization citizenship behaviors directed at 







Regression Analyses Examining the Moderating Effects of Stability Attributions of Instrumental Supervisor Support  
 





    Gender 
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Note.  N = 268.  β = Standardized regression coefficients.  ∆R2 = Change in total variance explained.  OCBs-S = 
Organizational citizenship behaviors directed at the supervisor. OCBs-O = Organization citizenship behaviors directed at the 








Regression Analyses Examining the Moderating Effects of Altruistic Attributions of Emotional Supervisor Support 
 





    Gender 
    Emotional Supervisor Support (A) 
    Altruistic Intent (B) 
    Self-Serving Intent (C) 
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Note.  N = 268.  β = Standardized regression coefficients.  ∆R2 = Change in total variance explained.  OCBs-S = 
Organizational citizenship behaviors directed at the supervisor. OCBs-O = Organization citizenship behaviors 









Regression Analyses Examining the Moderating Effects of Altruistic Attributions of Instrumental Supervisor Support 
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Note.  N = 268.  β = Standardized regression coefficients.  ∆R2 = Change in total variance explained.  OCBs-S = 
Organizational citizenship behaviors directed at the supervisor. OCBs-O = Organization citizenship behaviors 







Regression Analyses Examining the Moderating Effects of Self-Serving Attributions of Emotional Supervisor 
Support 
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    Emotional Supervisor Support (A) 
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Note.  N = 268.  β = Standardized regression coefficients.  ∆R2 = Change in total variance explained.  OCBs-S = 
Organizational citizenship behaviors directed at the supervisor. OCBs-O = Organization citizenship behaviors 








Regression Analyses Examining the Moderating Effects of Self-Serving Attributions of Instrumental Supervisor 
Support 
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Note.  N = 268.  β = Standardized regression coefficients.  ∆R2 = Change in total variance explained.  OCBs-S = 
Organizational citizenship behaviors directed at the supervisor. OCBs-O = Organization citizenship behaviors 







Figure 1. The moderating effect of self-directed attribution on the relationship between 































Figure 2. The moderating effect of self-directed attribution on the relationship between 
































Figure 3. The moderating effect of self-directed attribution on the relationship between 





























Figure 4. The moderating effect of supervisor-directed attribution on the relationship 




































Figure 5. The moderating effect of organization-directed attribution on the relationship 
between instrumental supervisor support and organizational citizenship behaviors 


























Figure 6. The moderating effect of stability attribution on the relationship between 





























Figure 7. The moderating effect of stability attribution on the relationship between 




































Figure 8. The moderating effect of altruistic intent attribution on the relationship between 
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Figure 9. The moderating effect of altruistic intent attribution on the relationship between 
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Figure 10. The moderating effect of altruistic intent attribution on the relationship 
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Figure 11. The moderating effect of self-serving intent attribution on the relationship 
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Figure 12. The moderating effect of self-serving intent attribution on the relationship 
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Figure 13. The moderating effect of self-serving intent attribution on the relationship 
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Figure 14. The moderating effect of self-serving intent attribution on the relationship between 




























Low Self-Serving Intent 








Figure 15. The moderating effect of self-serving intent attribution on the relationship between 
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